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CURRENT TOPICS. 


g. Justice Pearson will take the work of Vacation Judge 
ang the earlier half of the Long Vacation. 





faz suBsect of office copies of wills, which has lately received 
jattention of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, is 
jwhich deserves the attention of the authorities. The practice 
ich prevails at the probate registries of issuing copies which are 
f examined, and designating them office copies, is, to say the 
very dangerous. Such copies frequently contain material 
pors, oy we believe, are not accepted by the officers of the 
pme urt. 





Tux xesvtt of the passing of the Supreme Court of Judicature 
lands, &c.) Bill, which has passed the House of Lords, and is 
fw before the House of Commons, will be to constitute one 
pounting department for the Supreme Court, and to enable the 
rd Chancellor, with the concurrence of the Treasury, to unite in 

consolidated fund all moneys and securities of suitors in any 

ision of the court. The Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence 
the Treasury, is empowered to make rules for giving effect 
j these provisions, and for enabling dividends to be transmitted by 





"Some povst seems to have been suggested as to whether the 
furderer of James Carry can be made amenable to the jurisdiction 
| the courts in this country. Assuming, as appears to be the case, 
at the murder was committed on the high seas, the matter does 
appear to be open to question. At common law the Admiralty 
ad jurisdiction over all offences committed on the high seas. That 
isdiction has never been taken away. It was extended to the 
mtral Criminal Court by 4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 36, s. 22, and to every 
ustice of oyer and terminer by 7 & 8 Vict. c. 2,8. 1. No doubt 

2 & 13 Vict. c. 96, s. 1, enables a colonial court to try all persons 

“charged” with an offence committed on the high seas in the same 
lanner as if such offence had been committed on waters within the 
eal jurisdiction of the courts of the colony, and 17 & 18 Vict. c. 
il, s. 21, also provides that any British subject ‘‘ charged” with 

ing committed any offence on the high seas may be tried by the 
ourts within whose jurisdiction he has been found. But none of 
ese Acts interfere with the Admiralty jurisdiction. It ap 
> rest with the Crown, or other prosecutor, to decide whether 
geY’s murderer shall be tried in Natal or in London. It is im- 
erial whether the alleged murderer is or is not a British sub- 

sect, since, as Lord Coleridge said in Reg. v. Carr (L. R. 10 Q. B. 

D., at p. 85), “a person who comes on board a British ship, where 
nglish law is reigning, places himself under the protection of the 
ritish flag, and as a correlative, if he thus becomes entitled to our 

aw’s protection, he becomes amenable to its jurisdiction, and liable 

tc the punishment it inflicts on those who infringe its require- 

‘ ents. 





_ WE ane etap to observe that the singular Bill for the ‘‘ amend- 
ent’ of the Statute of Frauds, on which we recently commented, 
Was thrown out on Monday on the third reading. It was brought 
on at a very late hour, when comparatively few members were 
resent, and, but for the determined opposition of several of the 
wyers on both sides of the House, would probably have passed the 
third reading ; and in spite of that opposition it was only rejected 
a majority of four. The Soxicrror-Gzyerat is reported to have 








said that ‘‘he could not altogether share the fears of his learned 
friends about the Bill,” but we can hardly think that he can have 
considered the practical consequences of the measure if it had become 
law. It proposed to provide that where, by the Statute of Frauds, 
or any statutory amendment thereof, “‘ any contract ought to be in 
writing, or signed or sealed by any person,” any party to an 
action ‘‘against whom the absence of such writing or si is 
relied on” may ‘interrogate in writing or by word of mouth any 
other party to such action as to such contract, and require him to 
answer upon oath whether the same was made, and what were the 
terms thereof.” If it appears, ‘‘either by such answer or other- 
wise by admission of such party,’”’ that ‘“‘there was a contract 
otherwise sufficient in law,”’ such contract so stated or admitted is 
to be ‘‘deemed a good contract, and capable of being enforced in 
law between the said parties, notwithstanding the same was not in 
writing, or signed or sealed, as required by law.” The result of 
this provision would obviously be to hold out the strongest 
temptation to perjury on the part of the person interrogated, since 
his escape from the contract sought to be enforced against him 
would depend entirely on the vigour with which he denied its 
existence. Persons who seek to evade the performance of a con- 
tract on the ground of non-compliance with the technicalities pre- 
scribed by the Statute of Frauds, are not likely to hesitate much 
about swearing that no contract existed, and there is so much 
uncertainty and possibility of misunde: ing about verbal 
‘‘understandings,”’ that there would not be much chance of insur- 
ing convictions for perjury. 





A NOVEL FUNCTION is proposed to be cast on county court judges 
by clause 48 of the Agricultural Holdings Bill, as amended in 
Committee. The clause provides that no person shall act as a 
bailiff to levy any distress under the Act ‘‘ unless he shall be 
authorized to act as such by a certificate in writing under the hand 
of the judge of the county court having jurisdiction in the district 
in which the distress is levied”; and every county court judge is 
required, on or before the 31st of December next, to appoint ‘‘a com- 
petent number of fit and proper persons to act as such bailiffs” in 
his district ; and it is provided that if any person so appointed shall 
be proved to the satisfaction of the judge to have been guilty of 
extortion or other misconduct in the execution of his duty as a 
bailiff, “‘he shall be liable to have his appointment summarily 
cancelled by the said judge.” These provisions are likely to pro- 
duce so great an improvement on the present system that we would 
suggest the extension of them, and of the scale of costs prescribed 
in the schedule to all distresses. It is exceedingly desirable 
that the costs of all distresses for rent over £20, where the 


pears | goods distrained are not taken to a public pound, should be regu- 


lated by law, and that some efficient check should be imposed on 
the conduct of bailiffs. The costs now prescribed in the schedule 
to the Agricultural Holdings Bill—viz., three per cent. on any sum 
exceeding £20 and not exceeding £50, and two and a-half per 
cent. on any sum exceeding £50; and £1 1s. to the bailiff for 
the levy, and to the man in possession, if boarded, 3s. 6d. per day, 
and if not boarded 5s. per day—appear to be fairly remunerative 
while not unreasonable, but it is open to doubt whether, if the pro- 
visions are limited to distress on agricultural tenants, sufficient 
work will be found in some districts to induce respectable and 
intelligent men to fill the office of bailiffs to levy distresses. 





Tue ReersTrar oF TRape-marxs has just issued a notice which 
demands the attention of all persons who have applied for the 
registration of trade-marks and have not actually received a notifi- 
cation of their applications having been acceded to. As the matter 
stood previous to the recent re-issue of the rules, any person who 
chose to do so was at liberty to apply for the registration of a 
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trade-mark to which he was not really entitled. Then, if he found 
that his wrongful claim was cbijectad to or likely to be opposed, he 
might refrain from pressing it and simply leave it where it stood. 
Then, at any juncture which appeared to be favourable to his pros- 
pects of success, he might push the application to an issue, and if 
the date were more than five years after the original making of the 
application, his registration, if obtained, would at once possess all 
the advantages conferred by the Registration Acts upon a five 
years’ mark. In the meantime the list of undisposed-of applica- 
tions at the Registry Office has been gradually accumulating, and 
there has been no power to clear the list: The 16th of the new 
rules, however, provides that in all cases where an spplicant neg- 
lects to proceed with the registration of his mark within twelve 
months from the date of application; or within six months ftom the 
date of the expiry of the advertisement in the official journal, the 
registrar thay deem such application to be abandoned. This rule 
has not as yet had effect given to it, but the registrar now notifies 
that it is intended to apply this rule from the Ist of October next, 
and he warns persons who have pending applications not proceeded 
with that they should take immediate steps to prevent such appli- 
éations from being cancelled by the registrar as abandoned. This 
enforcement of the rule will have the effect of clearing the list of 
a large number of unmeritorious and stale applications, but there 
may be some other applications which were made with perfect 
bona fides, and have, from some oversight, been allowed to remain 
pending for periods slightly exceeding that now allotted, which 
will lapse unless attention is speedily paid to them. 





OnE IMPORTANT CHANGE and several comparatively slight altera- 
tions were made in the Agricultural Holdings Bill on its considera- 
tion as amended. The important change was the omission from 
clause 1 of Mr. Baxtrour’s proviso, ‘‘that in respect of those im- 
provements for which the consent of the landlord is not required, 
the amount of such compensation shall in fo case exceed the amount 
of outlay incurred by the tenant.” It certainly seems unjust that, 
while the tenant is to take his chance of loss in case his outlay 
proves to be unproductive, he is not to have the benefit of any in- 
crease in value of the improvement beyond his actual outlay, and 
we hope that the clause will become law in its present form. At 
the same time, in place of the second proviso in clause 1, there 
were substituted the following words: ‘Provided always, that in 
estimating the value of any improvement in parts 1 and 2 of the 1st 
schedule hereto, there shall not be taken into account as part of 
the improvement made by the tenant what is justly due to the 
inherent capabilities of the soil.” Clauses were also inserted 
debarring the tenant from compensation in respect of improvements 
commenced after a notice to quit has been given to or received by 
the landlord; enabling compensation, when ascertained to be due 
to a tenant, to be set off against rent then due; enabling arrears of 
rent existing at the time of the passing of the Act to be recovered 
by distress up to the 1st of January, 1885; and to clause 41, which 
aoe ge that after the commencement of the Act “it shall not be 
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i ear or half a year after the date at which such rent 
legally became due, for the of this section the rent of such 
holding shall be deemed to have due at the 


tion of such 
quarter or halt year as aforesaid, as the case may be, 


not at the date 
This remedies the ip to which we drew attention in our 

the distress clauses of the Bill, as likely to result in 
the numerous existing leases in which rent is reserved 








Monday, the Lord Chancellor announced that he had received a 
from secretary to the Ecclesiastical Courts Commission, saying 
realy for presentation in the course of the 
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THE NEW RULES OF COURT, 
IV. 

In the part of the rules which relates to business at c 
there are perhaps more marks of haste, confusion, and carelessneg 
than elsewhere. The omnibus summons may indeed charge j 
sickliness upon its ill-omened parent, the Report of 1881 ; it wag, 
difficult child to rear, and will hardly find its legs healthily, 
though it has an entire order for its go-cart. But the matter t 
which orders LIV. and LV. relate has less novelty in it, and might 
have been more thoroughly handled. In saying this, indeed, we 
ought not to lose sight of the fact that an attempt has been hep 
made for the first time to reduce all chamber practice within the 
limits of a single code. Such a task was one of no Sihiall 
difficulty, yet there is an unevenness about the work which might, 
with more care, have been avoided. 

Every application at chambers not made ew parte, and every e 
parte application for payment or transfer out of court, and ay 
other ex parte application where the judge or proper officer thinks 
fit so to require, is to be made by summons. Who is the “ proper 
officer”; and at what time is he or the judge to require the 
application to be made by summons? And on what grounds isit 
to be so required? If applications of particular classes are to be so 
made, why should not the classes be enumerated? If it is to be 
separately determined as to each particular application whether itis 
to be by summons, it must first be partly heard and then 
adjourned in order that a summons may be taken out to complete 
the hearing. Would it not be much simpler to require a sum. 
mons in every case? As the matter stands, it seems likely that 
the law will vary with each little kingdom, and with each succes. 
sive reign, at an inconvenience, and, therefore, a cost, to suitors, 
far exceeding the trifling addition of the cost of a summons to the 
cost of an application. : 

Summonses are not to be altered after being sealed without 
leave. Naturally; but why need this be said in the case of sum. 
monses, when it is unnecessary in the case of writs. But all 
summonses are to be served ; an originating summons seven, every 
other summons two, days before the return thereof, unless in any 
ease it is otherwise ordered. Ordered how? with respect to 
classes, or with respect to individual summonses? and by whom? 
by the clerk issuing the summons? And does this rule apply to 
summonses on which ew parte applications are to be founded? 
This would make a strange ‘‘ ex parte application’’ ; or are these, 
perhaps, to be excluded if so ‘“‘ordered”? If no ex 
applications were to be made by summons, the matter would be 
reasonably intelligible. If ali were to be by summons, frobely 
such summonses would have been expressly excluded from the 
as to service. In the haze of an uncertain practice, an absurdity 
naturally hides itself. j 

The provisions as to hearing applications in the absence of a 
party who makes default in appearing, and as to adjourning the 
hearing, where the matter is not fully disposed of, seem super- 
fluously large, because, though large, they are not exact ; pete 
for the existence of powers which are inherent in oreny tribunal, 
but not regulating their exercise, which was alone really needed. 
It is of more importance to observe that an applicant is to be at 
liberty to include in one summons or application all matters in the 
cause on which he desires to obtain an order. This rule frees the 
suitor from the narrow pedantry of clerks at chambers, which, as 
has been already pointed out, has been so mischievous, and really 
gives all the relief which was needed by those for whose assistance 
the omnibus summons was invented. 

Here, however, there creeps in an expression which afterwards 
becomes frequent, and which is of doubtful significance. The rule 
provides that the applicant may include all matters on which he 
desires the order or direction of ‘‘the court or judge’’; that, on 
the hearing of the'application, the ‘‘court or judge”’ may make 
any order, and give any direction, relative to, or consequential on, 
the matter ; that the application may, if “the judge” think 
fit, be adjourned “from chambers into court, or from court into 
chambers.” Now, the whole subject-matter here treated of is 
business at chambers; in the conduct of such business the jud 
who administers it is, both in the old rules and in the new, habit- 
ually spoken of as the judge; ‘‘ court” is used to signify either 





the in court or the onal Court, as the case ; the 
judge in court who hears a matter from chambers, only hears a 
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jnatter in one place and manner, instead of in another place and 
manner ; but the Divisional Court, hearing a matter from chambers, 
rdinarily hears it by way of appeal from the decision of a judge. 
Tt has, however, been neither an unusual nor an inconvenient 
practice for judges at chambers occasionally to refer a matter to the 
visional Court ; in other words, to adjourn it into court. The 
tice has prevailed, although the jurisdiction has sometimes 
been questioned, even in the case of consent. The question arises, 
Does the present rule sanction this practice, or forbid it? 
Strangely, the rule speaks of the ‘“‘court” as exercising jurisdic- 
tion before saying anything to show how the matter gets there. 
Looking to the end of the rule, however, we find it gets there by 
the judge adjourning it thither. But the judge who adjourns it 
into court can also adjourn it back again. Can anyone but a 
“judge” do so? Yet if, by “‘court,” the rule means all the 
while only ‘‘judge sitting in court,” why have we the ambiguous 
expression, ‘‘ court or judge,” since, after all, it will be only a 
judge who makes the order, whether he sits in chambers or sits in 
court? One thing, however, is clear in the rule—whether judges of 
the Queen’s Bench Division have or have not hitherto had the power 
of adjourning business into court before themselves, they have been 
shy of exercising it. There can, at least, be no doubt for the future 
of their power to do so, and we may expect that, in suitable cases, 
it will be made use of. 

After adding to the provisions noticed above the rule, that any 
summons other than an originating summons shall be in Form No. 
1, App. K., the “‘ general” part of order LIV. comes to an abrupt 
end, and this order, which, by its heading, refers to ‘‘ Applications 
and Proceedings at Chambers’? at large, shrinks from its generality 
into the specific limitation of ‘‘ II.—Queen’s Bench and Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Divisions,” leaving the other specific branch 
of “Chambers in the Chancery Division” to be the subject of a 
separate order (LYV.). This is an odd arrangement ; it would seem 
that, after all, the masons and the bricklayers have worked on 
independent lines, and have only united their constructions by a 
false joint. To some extent it will be, perhaps, worth while to 
pursue these diverging ways, keeping them, as far as may be, in 
sight together, but the matter is too detailed to admit of more than 
acursory treatment. 

It will be observed that, while the form of every summons 
other than an originating summons is provided for by the last rule 
of Part I. of order LIV., the form of the originating summons is 
only given under ord. LY., r. 20, which rule also provides for the 
mode and place of preparing, sealing, issuing, filing, and stamping 
it. Now these provisions are the same with those laid down for 
all summonses issued in the Queen’s Bench and Probate and Ad- 
miralty Divisions in ord. LIV., r. 11; but this latter rule, being 
put under that special head, has, of course, no reference to sum- 
monses issued in the Chancery Division. On the other hand, 
order LV., which relates to chambers in the Chancery Division, may 
be searched in vain for instructions as to the mode of issuing any 
summons other than an originating summons. The result, there- 
fore, of this division of matter is, that not only are rules omitted 
from the general part which ought to appear there, but part of the 
matter which, if they so appeared, would be covered by them, 
actually escapes legislation altogether. It is singular that, when 
the framers of the rules had the courage to specify the originating 
summons in the general part, and even to provide for its service, 
they could not get so far in generalization as to include in the 
yeneral part the form of the originating summons, as well as the 

rm of other summonses, or to make provision at once for the issue 
of all summonses. It is the more singular, as they have placed 
the summonses in the Probate and Admiralty Division under one 
rule with those in the Queen’s Bench Division, from which they 
differ in a point in which the latter agree with those in the Chan- 
cery Division—namoly, the place of issue. 

This omission is an instance illustrating the want of method 
which is characteristic of order LV., and which, before going fur- 
ther, it will be convenient to point out. The order is divided into 
fifteen groups of rules, within cach of which a certain amount of 
unity appears, but which succeed one another on no intelligible 
Epc e. It commences, like order LIV., with a group of rules 

eaded “General” (the general part of tho particular branch), 
which commences with the now useless and idlo declaration that 
the businoss in chambers of the judges in the Chancery Division 
shall be carried on in conjunction with their court business. It 


then proceeds in rule 2 to enumerate the matters which are to be 
disposed of at chambers; but, by a saving clause, adds ‘‘ matters 
which by any other rule, or by statute, may be disposed of in 
chambers.” Lord Coke found ample materials for comment under 
Littleton’s ‘‘ et cetera” ; but this ‘et cetera” kind of generaliza- 
tion is not high art in codification. In fact the “‘ e¢ cetera” is not 
wanting in contents, for, the ‘‘General” group here abruptly 
ending, the other rule immediately makes its appearance, or, rather, 
another group of rules, headed ‘‘ Administrations and Trusts,” 
in which the originating summons is described, and its functions 
and course in part marked out ; in part, but not fully, for, after an 
interval of two more groups, group 5 occurs, which is exclusively 
devoted to the further development of this topic. But we have 
not yet done justice to the draftsman’s breadth of view, for with sur- 
prise we read as the 18th head under rule 2, that, in addition to the 
matters enumerated in the seventeen foregoing heads, and in addi- 
tion to whatever is to be transacted in chambers by virtue of 
statute or “any other rule,” there are to be disposed of there 
“such other matters as the judge may think fit to dispose of at 
chambers.” Are these words to be read in their natural sense ? 
If so, the judges of the Chancery Division would possess the extra- 
ordinary power of hearing in chambers any cause whatever at any 
stage of it, a power which clearly does not belong to the judges of 
the other divisions. This alarming rule would, however, be 
limited in construction by the consideration that all chamber busi- 
ness must be commenced by a summons, which is not a writ; that 
what can be commenced by writ cannot (except in the ease of 
originating summonses) be commenced by summons; and that 
although business commenced in chambers may be adjourned into 
court, business commenced by writ cannot be adjourned into 
chambers, except after judgment. If, however, the rule is so 
limited, what remains subject to its application? It is hard to 
say ; and hard also to say why a power should be conferred in such 
vague and loose terms. — 

Pursuing the comparison of the two systems, it is to be regretted 

that some greater uniformity has not been established in the 
allotment of the business which is to be conducted by the officers 
of the court who exercise judicial power at chambers. In the new 
as in the old rules, the matters with which masters in the Queen’s 
Bench Division, and the registrar in the Probate and Admiralty 
Division, may deal are defined by the exclusion of certain 
enumerated matters. In the Chancery Division the judges are to 
order what matters shall be heard and investigated by their chief 
clerks, with the single limitation that no order for general 
administration is to be made by a chief clerk. But what reason can 
be assigned why, for instance, a master should not, and a chief 
clerk should, be competent to grant leave for service of a writ out 
of the jurisdiction? Again, if each judge insists on making his own 
distribution, what good end is answered by such a want of uni- 
formity ? or if, by a common understanding, the same limitation 
is adopted by all the judges, why should it not bee in a 
rule? Such a rule need not interfere with the power of a judge 
in any particular instance to direct that certain matters should 
come before himself personally. 
As to the order and method of taking business, these remarks do 
not apply, except to a very limited extent. The character of the 
business conducted in the two sets of chambers is materially different, 
though less unlike than a common superstition supposes ; and there 
is no sufficient reason for insisting on reducing to a common 
standard, merely for the sake of uniformity, practices which have 
been found convenient, and which do not touch *T. point of 
principle. But if, in all chambers in the Chancery Division, a 
uniform practice can be conveniently Jaid down in this matter, as 1s 
in fact done, why cannot a uniform distribution of business, to the 
extent above suggested, be laid down with equal convenience? — 

It may be observed that, with regard to matters proceeding in 
district registries, the powers of the district registrar are, in the 
new as in the old rules, defined by reference to the limitations 
placed on the powers of masters. Their powers, therefore, will be 
the same, whether the action is one proceeding in the Chancery or 
the Queen’s Bench Division. 

This topic suggests a doubt which we have been unable to solve, 
and which, though not quite in place, we may follow the example 
of order LY. in noticing here. order V, every cause in chan- 
cery is to be marked with the name of a judge; but the name 
with which it is to be marked is to be ascertained in the manne 
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now used in the distribution of business among the conveyancing 
counsel of the court. The new rules, following this existing method, 
intrust the rota to the clerks to the registrars (ord. LI., rr. 9, 10). 
The difficulty suggested is, how this method is to be applied to 
writs issued in a district registry. 

Passing from a comparison of the two systems of chamber prac- 
tice (on which, however, more might be said), it will not be 
necessary to dwell on the special rules governing the practice of 
chambers in the Queen’s Bench Division. The method of assigning 
causes to masters has been already noticed; in other respects, the 
practice is substantially unchanged, but the method of taking and 
disposing of business which has for some time past prevailed in 
fact is now embodied in rules. 

Some further notice must be given to order LY. It has been 
mentioned that rule 2, forming the substantial contents of the 
‘‘General”’ part of order LY., enumerates, in a heterogeneous 
manner, under seventeen heads (curiously putting in the last head 
the important branch of “all applications relating to the conduct 
of any cause or matter”), a variety of matters of business which 
may be disposed of at chambers, and concludes by the “‘ et cetera”’ 
clause already commented on. 

It has also been mentioned that Part IT. deals with ‘‘ Adminis- 
trations and Trusts,” and it is here that a great alteration is made 
—not so much in the conduct of business in chambers as in the 
jurisdiction itself. The effect of the administration summons 
introduced by 15 & 15 Vict. c. 86 has been mixed; good, as 
diminishing the cost and delay of such litigation (for litigation it 
really is); bad, as multiplying (by facilitating) the resort to the 
court, where such resort was not really necessary. This is no 
more than might reasonably be expected; but there was also a 
defect in requiring an administration of the whole estate to be 
asked for, when, perhaps, only a single question of difficulty arose. 
That defect is here remedied, and rule 3 enumerates a series of 
special matters which, arising in the administration of an estate 
or trust, may be separately dealt with under a summons issued at 
chambers, without any order for general administration ; while 
rule 4 retains the right to obtain in this way an order for general 
administration, extending the power, both to the administration of 
the real estate of a deceased person, and to trusts in general; 
and rules 8 and 10 give power (it would seem) to the judge to 
refuse an order for general administration, though asked for by the 
summons, if the questions which have arisen can be determined 
without it. 

The persons in whose favour the right to issue such a summons 
is given are (enlarging the old list) executors and administrators, 
trustees under any instrument, creditors, devisees, legatees, next 
of kin, heirs-at-law or customary heirs, and cestuis que trustent 
and their respective assignees; and the special matters to which 
the summons (or the order) may be confined are questions affecting 
the rights or interests of the creditors, &c., and the ascertainment 
of any class of creditors, &c.; the furnishing and vouching of any 
particular accounts by executors, administrators, or trustees; the 
payment into court of money in their hands, and the directing 
them to do, or abstain from, any particular act; the approval of any 
sale, purchase, compromise, or other transaction; and, finally, 
‘any question arising in the administration of the estate or trust.” 
Further rules under this head determine who are the parties to be 
served with the summons; but, strangely, as already pointed out, 
the suitor must go to Part V. to discover how and in what form an 
“‘ originating summons”’ is to be issued, appeared to, and attended. 

How far this legislation is within the competence of the authors 
of the rules we need not now inquire; the point has, no doubt, 
been duly considered ; but the great extension given to the branch 
of litigation thus commenced without writ merits attention. The 
term “‘ originating summons,” the origin and true signification of 
which are alike dubious, is, whatever its proper meaning, used to 
describe a summons which founds the jurisdiction of the court, and 
which founds it in chambers. It isin the nature of a writ; it 
states the relief asked for; it states a cause between plaintiff and 
defendant; it requires the defendant to enter appearance; but 
having done this it leaves the whole subsequent proceedings to be 
carried on in chambers, without further formality than such as is 
implied in the attendances before the chief clerk or judge, and the 
production of the necessary evidence. Further, the matters to 
which this procedure applies, though they may be called adminis- 
trative, are in almost every instance matters of litigation—that is, 


= 
matters of contested right; and where not of actually contested 
right, of acts which may hereafter be contested by thoy 


istic circumstance is that the claims, though open to contest, am 
in fact so little seriously contested, that the exercise of the juris. 
diction presents the appearance rather of the mere administration 
of business, than of the exercise of compulsory powers. The 
extension now given to it is evidence of the great advantage that 
has been found to attend the jurisdiction ; but the more the bug. 
ness is limited to contested points, the less does this special juris. 
diction seem either suitable or needed; and it will want consider. 
able experience of the working of this newly remodelled machi 
before its effect for good or bad can be well appreciated. It may, 
perhaps, hereafter become a question whether the matter now 
appropriated to an “‘ originating summons” may not be more con. 
veniently restored to the writ. 

This group is followed by III., on the ‘‘ Powers and Duties of 
Chief Clerks,” which, in four rules, by failing to say what is 
wanted, says a good deal that would be otherwise unnecessary, 
After this the arrangement becomes more and more difficult to 
follow. Group IV. provides, in a single rule, for the assistance of 
experts. Group V. is headed ‘‘Summonses in Chambers,” which, 
as all business in chambers (except some ea parte business) is to be 
by summons, would seem to be of quite general application ; but 
its contents are limited to originating summonses in every rule, 
except the last, which (rule 24) gives the form of a quite different 
kind of summons—namely, the summons by the chief clerk 
requiring the attendance of parties, witnesses, or others; a form 
one would rather have expected to find in rule 16 of Group IIL. 
Group IX., however, does, both by its heading, ‘‘ Summons Book,” 
and by its provisions, appear to refer to all summonses issued by 
parties, and regulates the entry of summonses and the daily list. 
It is, therefore, the more surprising to find it where it is, in the 
middle of several groups of rules relating to summonses to pro- 
ceed. It is unnecessary to examine these or the other rules of 
order LV. in detail. In general, the order may be said to repro- 
duce the existing practice (with the extension already noticed), 
bringing it certainly within a narrower compass, and into a more 
convenient shape, than the statutory and other regulations it is 
intended to supersede, but being very much wanting in the 
method and symmetry which might have been given to the 
statement. 








MR. DANIEL ON THE BANKRUPTCY 
BILL. 


Mr. Dantet, Q.C., the county court judge, has published, in the 
form of a letter addressed to the Lord Chancellor, some critical 
remarks upon certain of the provisions of the Bankruptcy Bill as 
amended by the Grand Committee of the House of Commons. Mr. 
Daniel’s experience, as the judge of some of the most important 
county courts exercising bankruptcy jurisdiction, entitles any 
suggestions which he may make upon the subject of bankruptcy 
law amendment to the fullest consideration. Upon clause 4, sub- 
clause (d.), which makes an execution for any amount levied by 
seizure and sale an act of bankruptcy, he suggests that a minimum 
limit of £20 should be inserted. An amendment to this effect was 
moved by Mr. Dixon-Hartland in Committee, but was lost by an 
overwhelming majority. Notwithstanding this, however, we 
approve of Mr. Daniel’s suggestion, though we do not think the 
point of much practical importance. The abolition of the pro- 
visions relating to debtor’s summons, and the substitution therefor 
of a bankruptcy notice after judgment as an act of bankruptcy, are 
strongly condemned by Mr. Daniel, more especially with regard to 
the proposed repeal of ‘“‘The Absconding Debtors Act, 1870.” 
There ap to us to be much force in what he urges upon the 
latter point, and the suggestion he makes, that “the power of 
arresting an absconding debtor should be extended to the service of 
the writ,” is, we think, one which it would be well to adopt. 

We should like to know what authority Mr. Daniel has for 
the following statement: ‘‘The Bankruptcy Act, 1869, for the 
first time in the law of bankruptcy, gave a debtor the power by 
his own act of placing his estate under administration in bank- 
ruptey, thus enabling him, if he desired it, to resist the pressure of 





any creditor and avoid any act of preference, and thus secure an 


who are to be bound by the proceedings. But the characte. 
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equal distribution of all his unpledged assets among his unsecured 
qreditors rateably and pari passu.” And, again, in discussing the 
isions of clauses 48 and 49, relating to fraudulent preferences and 
ted transactions, he says: ‘‘It seems to have been entirely 
overlooked that the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, for the first time in the 
history of the law of bankruptcy, enabled a debtor, if he were 
honest, to render abortive any proceedings of a creditor to obtain a 
erence by simply filing a declaration of insolvency, or filing a 
petition for liquidation.” As a matter of history these state- 
ments appear to be erroneous. Not to go further back than the 
Act of 1849, section 70 of that Act contained provisions 
for a trader to commit an act of bankruptcy by filing a de- 
claration of his inability to meet his engagements in the office of 
the Lord Chancellor’s Secretary of Bankrupts, which would be 
available for adjudication provided a petition should be filed by or 
against such trader within two months from the filing of the 
declaration. By the Act of 1861 this section was repealed, and 
section 72 of that Act provided for the filing of a similar declara- 
tion by any debtor, whether a trader or not, ‘‘in the office of the 
chief registrar, or with the registrar of a district court of bank- 
ruptey, or of a county court having jurisdiction in bankruptcy,” 
to constitute an act of bankruptcy available for adjudication for 
the like period; and this latter section was in force up to the 
coming into operation of the Act of 1869. Again, with regard to 
petitioning the court, section 89 of the Act of 1849 contained pro- 
visions which enabled any trader to petition against himself, pro- 
vided his assets were of a certain value ; and section 86 of the Act 
of 1861 (which also was in operation until the coming into force of 
the present Act) extended this power to any debtor, and constituted 
the filing of such a petition an act of bankruptcy without any 
previous declaration of insolvency by such debtor. This being so, 
we are puzzled to know what Mr. Daniel means by the statements 
we have quoted. 

The provision of clause 6, sub-clause 1 (d.), that a petitioning 
ereditor’s debt shall be ‘‘a liquidated sum, payable either imme- 
diately or at some certain future time,” instead of ‘a liquidated 
sum due at law or in equity,” as at present, is also objected to by 
Mr. Daniel, who suggests that the present law should be retained. 
We admit the force of many of Mr. Daniel’s arguments on this 
point, so far as theory is concerned, but we venture to think that if 
he had had the experience of a practising solicitor on the point, 
instead of that of a judge, he would have seen the advisability of 
restoring the law as it stood prior to the Act of 1869, which the 
provision in the Bill objected to by him will have the effect of 
doing. Mr. Daniel says that ‘to make alterations in the law 
which are fanciful or theoretical, or not called for by experience, 
would not be desirable.”” Now, that is just the mistake which was 
made by the Act of 1869 upon this point, and, for our part, we are 
glad that that mistake has been recognized by the proposal to revert 
to the old law. 

Upon clauses 48 and 49 Mr. Daniel has much to say, and dis- 
cusses at length the probable effect of the omission of the saving 
clause at the end of section 92 of the present Act, upon which the 
decision in the leading case of Butcher v. Stead was founded, in 
conjunction with the introduction into the list of protected transac- 
tions of the words, ‘‘any payment by the bankrupt to any of his 
creditors.” According to Mr. Daniel’s view, the combined action 
of the two clauses will “ give rise to difficulties of construction 
and application which it would be neither wise nor expedient to leave 
to be solved by judicial decision.” We quite agree with this state- 
ment, and the suggestions which Mr. Daniel makes for the purpose of 
defining the law with greater clearness are, we think, well conceived. 
His suggestions are, that clause 48 “‘ should not apply to any creditor 
who, in ignorance of the insolvency, and of any fraudulent motive 
on the part of the debtor, receives payment of a debt justly due 
and payable in the ordinary course of business, or in performance of 
a specific contract to pay at the time payment is made; and that 
any payment voluntarily made to an innocent creditor of any debt 
which the creditor had not applied for, and did not expect to 
receive at the time, should be liable to be reclaimed if a receiving 
order be made against the debtor within fourteen days from the day 
when payment was made (by analogy to clause 46, sub-clause 2), 
and that every payment made to a creditor who has notice, or is 
aware of the insolvency of the debtor, whether obtained by pressure 
or not, should be bad within clause 48.” 


commented upon by Mr. Daniel at considerable length, particularly 
with reference to the effect of the provisions of the present law as 
to the relation back of the disclaimer to the date of the order of 
adjudication (or in liquidation to its equivalent—viz., the appoint- 
ment of trustee) upon fixtures in the case of the disclaimer of a lease. 
To Mr. Daniel is to be attributed the ingenious method of evading 
the effect of this provision in cases of liquidation by disannexing 
ordinary tenants’ fixtures before the appointment of a trustee, 
and he refers to this in his remarks. As he points out, the 
principle of relation back is proposed to be retained, but a pro- 
vision has been inserted in the Bill enabling the court to ‘‘ make 
such orders with respect to fixtures, tenants’ improvements, and 
other matters arising out of the tenancy as the court thinks just.” 
Mr. Daniel’s suggestion, which seems to us to be a common-sense 
and practical one, is, ‘‘Let the disclaimer, like any other duly 
authorized legal act, operate and take effect from its date, and give 
the court authority, having summoned all parties interested before 
it, in their presence, or (upon proper proof of having been properly 
served with notice) in their absence, once for all to determine the 
terms upon which the disclaimer shall have effect as between the 
trustee and the several persons whose interests will be prejudicially 
affected by the disclaimer, including costs.” 

The provisions of clause 102 (which is, in effect, the same as 
section 72 of the present Act), giving the court jurisdiction to 
decide all questions arising in any case of bankruptcy, are also dis- 
cussed at some length, and the suggestion is made either to give 
unlimited jurisdiction, as laid down by Giffard, L.J., in Ez 
Anderson, ‘‘not exclusive but concurrent; or limit the jurisdic- 
tion to the distribution of funds in hand or recovered in due course 
of law, according to the functions pointed at in Ellis v. 
Silber.’ And Mr. Daniel concludes his criticism on this point by 
the following remarks, which will find a ready response from every 
practitioner who has had any experience of the difficulties pointed 
at by him :—‘“ Any intermediate course appears from experience to 
be beset with the evils of constantly recurring litigation arising 
out of uncertain limits of jurisdiction, the extent of which, in 
each particular case, may depend for definition upon the flickering 
elements which influence judicial discretion, acting differently in 
different judges, sitting in different courts, all vainly endeavouring 
to act in furtherance of justice.” 

The last clause upon which Mr. Daniel comments is clause 146, 
which provides that writs of elegit shall not extend to goods, and 
abolishes writs of levari facias in any civil proceeding. Upon this 
clause Mr. Daniel suggests, what has been already suggested in 
these columns both in relation to this clause and the one imme- 
diately preceding it, requiring sales under executions for a certain 
amount to be by public auction—viz., that these provisions should 
come into operation immediately upon the passing of the Act, 
instead of at the beginning of next year. Notices of amendments 
having this object in view were given in Committee by Mr. 
Dixon-Hartland, but they seem not to have been adopted ; and the 
effect will be to delay for a few months longer the operation of a 
very necessary amendment of the present law, thus granting a 
short extension of the time during which debtors may collude with 
certain creditors to defeat the spirit of the bankruptcy laws with 
regard to the equal distribution of their assets in bankruptcy. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—I have this afternoon accidentally learnt, on inquiring at the 
superintendent’s room for a mislaid umbrella, that there is at present 
no Lost Property Office in the Royal Courts of Justice, and no 
systematic provision whatever for the collection and custody of 
articles which the attendants find in and about the mene Surely 
this is a defect which ought to be remedied. .- D.R. 

Lincoln’s-inn, August 1. 








It is stated that the memorial of the late Sir George Jessel, in course 
of subscription among the members of the London University, is lik 
take the form of the presentation of a replica of a it of the 
Master of the psc ye mos” by Mr. Collier. Any er surplus 
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Clause 55, relating to the disclaimer of onerous property, is also 


robably be devo to the establishment of a Jessel prize in 
, University. 
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REVIEWS. 


PERPETUITIES AND ACCUMULATIONS, 


Tue RULE AGAINST PERPETUITIES: A TREATISE ON REMOTENESS IN 
LIMITATIONS, WITH A CHAPTER ON ACCUMULATION AND THE 
THetLusson Act. By REGINALD G. MARSDEN, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons. 


Lewis on Perpetuities was published forty years ago, and Mr. 
Marsden rightly feels justified in offering a new work on the subject. 
The ground has been gone over carefully by him, and he has added the 
recent cases, and re-stated the propositions contained in Lewis with 
such new light as has been thrown upon them since 1843. In the 
arrangement of his work, Mr, Marsden has, in the main, been guided 
by his predecessor, though he has omitted most of the history of the 
rule against tuities, and has not followed the same order as 
Lewis. It must be said that Lewis’s arrangement has the advantage, 
at all events, in the appearance of system. Lewis boasted that the 
law as to perpetuities was an illustration of the virtue which Lord 
Mansfield claimed for the common law—that it was a science of 
principles. Notions of what is scientific have changed since 
Lord Mansfield’s time, and Mr. Marsden has perhaps thought 
that that arrangement was best which was most convenient 
to the practising barristers. He has not attempted to do 
much more than state the effect of all the important decisions. 
As is usual with the compilers of law-books, his style is that 
of conveyancing rather than of literature. The subject does 
not in truth admit of very lively or scientific treatment. 
There is a set of rules more or less well established, and it is hardly 
worth while, even if it were possible, to show ex post facto that they 
depended upon principles. For instance, a limitation to a class is 
void as to ail the members of it if by possibility it may be too remote 
as to any one of them. Buta gift by will to the children of A. who 
shall attain twenty-five is valid, if A. has a child aged twenty-five 
at the testator’s death, as to such children of A. living at the testator’s 
death as attain twenty-five (Picken v. Matthews, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 
264). Of course it is possible to explain such apparent contradictions, 
but by the time they are explained the number of rules and prin- 
ciples laid down is so great, and the ultimate principle which includes 
both cases is so small, that it is perhaps almost as well to do without 
any of them. The doctrine of cy-prés applied to perpetuities is an 
anomaly which can only be ex leinad by saying that it has 
probably been beneficially applied. Mr. Marsden’s book which 
exhibits the cases and at all events brings them in a convenient com- 
pass to the lawyer’s notice, will undoubtedly be useful. 





SALES OF PERSONAL PROPERTY. 


ENJAMIN’s TREATISE ON THE Law oF SALES oF PERSONAL Prop- 
ERTY, WITH REFERENCES TO AMERICAN DECISIONS AND TO THE 
Frexcu Cope axp Crym Law. Tuirp Epirion. By A. B. 
Pzarsox and H. FP. Boyn, Barristers-at-Law. H. Sweet. 


Ten years have elapsed since the publication of the last edition of 
this work ; and the new edition appears almost coincidently with the 
retirement of its author from practice. We learn from the preface 
that it was Mr. Benjamin’s intention to have revised the work 
throughout as it passed through the press, and that he had accord- 
ingly revised approved the editor’s labours up to the end of the 
chapter on Delivery—about three-fourths of the book —when his health 
gave way and he was interdicted from further work. 

In the present edition there is no change in the general arrangement 
of the work, and even the text of the last edition has been retained, 
the fresh matter being inserted in brackets. This is stated to have 
been done by desire of the author, but we think that it will be 
generally regarded as 4 mistake. The result is to retain a good deal 
of matter which is cither uscless or misleading. For instance, on 
page 51, we have reproduced from the last edition the passage stating 
that the point whither “an offer sent by mail and retracted by post- 
ing 2 second letter before the first reached its destination” a not 
yet been sted directly for decision by our courts; and at page 
71 we have a discussion of the American authorities on the subject and 
an elaborate refutation of Pothier’s views; while the aabel Byrne 
v. Van Tienhoven (UL. B. 5 C. P. D. 344) is now om cited by the 
editors, between brackets, as having settled the , ish low in aceord- 
— the dicta gg enn v. Lindsdl (1B. & Ald. 681), This 
mode « orvi ° author's text has necessarily heen departed 
from in he section of chapter 2 of book 3 relating to Gills of ait cal 
in place of the former contents, an Aaborate discussion of the pro- 
visions of the Act of 1878 is introduced, which would have been more 
satisiactory if it had been combined with a fuller consideration of the 
provisions of the Act of 1882, 

Of the aAditions made by the editors in other parts of the book we 
may sey generally thet they axe careful 8 icious, y seem, 
upon the points on which we have tested the book, to have collected 


all the important recent authorities, including many Irish degi 
and in stating them they have adopted a style closely resembling ¢ 
of the author; but they are usu 
liberal in their quotations from judgments. th 
the reputation of the book will suffer in their hands, but we hope that 
when the next edition comes to be edited the opportunity for improve. 
ments in the way of re-casting many parts of the book and condensing 
the whole of it will not be lost. 








CASES OF THE WEEK, 


Act or Bayxkrurtcy—FravpuLent TRANSFER OF PropErty—Pa 

ny AGENT—Lriasiiity or AGENT To TrusTEE IN Bankruptcy or Prinorpar 
—Banxrvuptcy Act, 1869, s. 6, sus-szcrion 2.—In a case of Ex parts 
Helder, before the Court of Appeal on the 26th ult.,'a question arose ag 
to the liability of an agent to the trustee in the bankruptcy of his principal, 
in respect of money of the principal paid by him, by the direction of the 
principal, under such circumstances that the payment constituted an act 
of bankruptcy on the part of the principal. A solicitor was employed by 
a trader to carry out a sale of his stock-in-trade and the lease of his shoj 
and the solicitor was directed by his principal to employ the purchase. 
money, when he received it, in paying certain specified creditors of the 
principal. The property thus sold was, in fact, the whole of the vendor's 
property, and he was in insolvent circumstances at the time of the sale, 
so that the payment of the money away constituted an act of bankruptcy on 
the part of the vendor. He was soon afterwards adjudicated a bankrupt. 
On the evidence; the court came to the conclusion that, at the time when, 
the.directions as to the pinged of the money were given to the solicitor 
by his principal, he did not know that the ae hesege would be an act of 
bankruptcy by the principal, but that he did know this before he actually 
made the payments. The question was whether, under these tircum- 
stances, the solicitor was personally liable to pay the money which had 
thus passed through his hands to the trustee in his principal’s Ler ginty + 
and the court (Brett, M.R., and Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) held that 

was not. Brerr, M.R., said that the payment of the money would not be 
an act of bankruptcy until it was completed. It was the duty of the 
agent to obey his principal, and he found that if he did obey him, the 
performance of the act which he had been told to do would be an act of 
bankruptcy by the principal. Did that authorize him to break his 
contract as agent, or make him liable to the trustee, if he did not? The 
trustee’s claim must be founded on the agent having dealt with his money. 
But the agent’s answer would be, It never became your money until my 
functions as agent had ceased; it did not become your money until I had 
paid it away. Corton, L.J., said that the solicitor held the money as 
agent for the bankrupt, and he acted on the bankrupt’s orders as to the 
disposal of it, while it was the bankrupt’s money. It would be wrong to 
hold the agent liable to the trustee for doing that which he knew would 
be an act of bankruptcy by his principal when it was completed. Bowen, 








paid away? How could the trustee recover it? By what was equivalent 
to an action for money had and received to his use. But if the agent’s 
act was the completion of the act of bankruptcy, it never became the 
money of the trustee until the agent had parted with it. How, then, 
could om trustee sue the agent for it ?—Soxicrrors, G. J. ¢ P. Vanderpump ; 
J. N. Mason. 





Satz or Goopwii1 or Business—Benerir or Turrp Party’s Covenant 
in Resrramt or Trape.—In a case of Jacoby v. Whitmore, before the Court 
of Appeal on the 31st ult., the question arose whether on a sale of the 
goodwill of a business, the purchaser was entitled to the benefit of a 
covenant in restraint of trade which had been previously entered into 
with the vendor by a third party. In October, 1878, the defendant, 
Whitmore, entered into the employment of one Cheek, an oil, colour, and 
Italian warehouseman. A written agreement was signed by the parties, 
by which Whitmore was to have a salary of 288. per week, and was not, 
while in Cheek’s employment, or at any time thereafter, to undertake or 
be engaged in a similar business within a mile of Cheek’s shop, In April, 
1883, Check sold to the plaintiff the beneficial interest in and the good- 
will of his business. The defendant had gone to reside in a house within 
the prohibited limits, and had set up there the business of an oil, colour, 
and Italian warehouseman, The plaintiff, claiming the benefit of the agree- 
ment between Whitmore and Cheek, applied for an injunction against Whit- 
more to restrain Whitmore from committing a breach of his agreement. 
Bacon, V.C., refused the injunction, on the ground that the agreement was 4 

ersonal one with Cheek, and that the plaintiff was not entitled to the 
enefit of it. The Court of Appeal (Buerr, M.R., and Corron and 
Bowex, L.JJ.) reversed this decision. Brerr, M.R., said that although 
the Statute of Frauds did not require the agreement between 
Cheek and Whitmore to be in writing, it was, im fact, in writing, 
and, except under culiar circumstances, no evidence as to 
the intention of the parties could be admitted, The ques- 
tion was, therefore, what was the construction of the ensgnens A 
similar agreement came before the Court of Exchequer Chamber in 
Hitcheock v, Coker (6 A, & ¥:, 488), and it was argued that the agreement 
was yoid as being in restraint of trade, It was sald that the stipulation 
that the covenantor would not at any time carry on a business similar to 
that of his employer meant not while the employer carried on his 





business at the same place, and did not apply when the employer sold 
the busingss and went elsewhere, But it was held that the word» meaut 


y (and, as we think, happi | 
( We do not ay 


L.J., said the test was this, Was the money the trustee’s money when it wag |. 
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i ife. That must be the con- 
m” here. was the decision of a court of error on an exactly 
agreement. Next it was contended that such a covenant was 
ble only so long as the employer carried on the business.. The 
answer of the Exchequer Chamber was that it was not unreasonable, 
pecause it affected the will and added value to it. The fact that the 
business might be sold did not therefore make the agreement void. In 
Blves v. Croft (10 C. B. 241) anew objection was made that such a stipu- 
Jation was void as in restraint of trade, because it was to remain in 
force if the employer gave up his business without selling it ‘and 
pobody continued the business. But the agreement could not] be 
construed by what happened afterwards. The stipulation was not un- 
reasonable when it was made. Moreover, the employer might resume the 
pusiness. Though, in the present case, Cheek moved his business 
after the agreement, it was still the same business when he sold it—in the 
same locality and among the same customers. Both under the term“‘ good- 
will’? in the assignment to Jacoby, and also under the words ‘ beneficial 
interest in the business,’’ the benefit of Whitmore’s contract passed. It was 
said that the agreement with Whitmore did not add to the value of the 
goodwill, because it could not bring ¢ustomers to the shop ; but it would 
ent them from being taken away. In justice to the Vice-Chancellor 
Penould be said that he decided the case without having the cases cited 
to him which had been cited to the Court of Appeal. Corron and Bowsn, 
LJJ., concurred.—Sortcrrors, Alsop § Co. 





Necricence—Damacrs—Master ann Servant—Insury to Seryant— 
Remepy oF Servant acamnst Turep Parry.—In a case of Heaven v. 
Pender, before the Court of Appeal on the 30th ult., an important question 
arose as to the right to recover damages for en injury caused by negligence. 
The plaintiff, a workin, inter, was employed by Gray, a master painter, 
to paint a ship in a dock onging to the defendant. The defendant sup- 
plied a stage to carry the plaintiff, and during the work a rope gave way 
and the plaintiff fell and received injuries for which he sought to make the 
dock owner liable. The Divisional Court (Field and Cave, JJ.) held that 
the action was not maintainable. The Court of Appeal (esr, M.R., and 
Corton and Bowsn, L.JJ.) held that it was. Brerr, M.R., said that Gray 
entered into a contract with a shipowner whose ship was in the defendant’s 
dock to paint the outside of his ship. The defendant, the dock owner, 
supplied, under a contract with the shipowner, an ordi stage to be 
slang in the ordinary way outside the ship for the purpose of painting her. 
It must have been known to the defendant’s servants, if they had con- 
sidered the matter at all, that the stage would be put to immediate use; 
that it would not be used by the shipowner, but that it would be used b 
such @ person as the plaintiff, a working ship painter. The ropes by whic 
the stage was alnng, and which were supplied as a part of the instrument 
by the defendant, had been scorched and were unfit for use, and were sup- 

ied without a reasonably careful attention to their condition. When the 

tiff began to use the s the ropes broke, the stage fell, and the plaintiff 
wasinjured. The action was, in form and substance, an action for negligence. 
That the stage was, thro’ want of attention of the defendant’s servants, 
supplied in a state unsafe for use was not denied. But want of attention 
amounting to a want of ordinary care was not a good cause of action, 
although injury ensued from such want, unless the person charged with 
such want of ordinary sae bok a duty to the complaining to use 
ordinary care in respect of the matter in question. Actionable negligence 
consisted in the neglect of the use of ordinary care or skill towards a 
person to whom the defendant owed the duty of observing ordinary care 
amd skill by which neglect the plaintiff, without contributory negli- 
gence on his part, had suffered injury to his person or pro : e 
question was whether the defendant owed such a duty to the plaintiff. If 
4 person contracted with another to use ordinary care or skill towards 
him or his property, fe obligation need not be considered in the light of 
aduty; it was an o ion of contract. It was undoubted, however, 
that there might be the obligation of such a duty from one person to 
another althoagh there was no contract between them with regard to such 
duty. Two drivers meeting had no contract with each other, but, under 
certain circumstances, they had reciprocal duties towards each other. So 
twoships navigating the sea. So a railway company which had con- 
tracted with one person to carry another had no contract with the person 
carried, but had 9 duty towards that person, So the owner or seengies of 
Shouse or land who permitted a person or persons to come to his house 
rland had no contract with such person or persons, but had a duty 
towards him or them, © existence of a contract between two persons 
did not prevent the existence of the suggested duty between them also 
being raised by law independently of the contract, 4 the facts 
with regard to which the contract was made and to which it applied 
—an exactly similar but a contract duty. The court had not in 
the present case to consider the circumstances in which an im- 
contract might arise to use ordinary care and skill to. avoid 
to the se A of person or property, nor the question of a frandu- 
lent misrepresentation express or implied. The questions to be solved 
Were—what was the proper definition of the relation between two persons 
other than the relation established by contract, or fraud, which im 
®@ the one of them a duty towards the other to observe, with regard to the 
Person or property of such ather, such ordinary care or skill as might be 
necessary revent injury to his or property; and whether the 
present case fell within such definition, When two drivers or two navi- 
gators were approaching each other, such a relation arose between them 
When they were approaching each other in such a manner that, unless 
¥ used o care and skill to avoid it, there would be danger of an 
urioys collision, This relation was established in such ciroumstances 
them, not only if it wag proved that they actually know and 





thought of this danger, but whether such proof was made or not. It was 
established, as it seemed to his lordship, because any one of ordinary sense 
who did think would at once recognize that, if he did not use ordinary care 
and skill under such circumstances, there would be such danger. And 
everyone ought, by the universally recognized rule of right and wrong, to 
think so much with regard to the safety of others who might be Psa 
dized by his conduct; and if, bemg in such circumstances, he did not 
think, and in consequence neglected to use ordinary care and skill, and 
injury ensued, the law, which took cognizance of and enforced the rules of 
right and wrong, would force him to give an indemnity for the injury. In 
the case of a railway company carrying a emer with whom it had 
not entered into the contract of carriage the implied the duty, because 
it must be obvious that, unless ordinary care and skill be used, the 
personal safety of the passenger must be endangered. With regard to the 
condition in which an owner or occupier left his house p Bel ica f other 
phraseology had been used, which it was necessary to ider. If a man 
opened his shop or warehouse to customers it was said that he 
invited them to enter, and that this invitation raised the relation betweén 
them which imposed on the inviter the duty of using reasonable care so 
to keep his house or warehouse that it might not endanger the person or 
property of the person invited. This was in a sense an accurate phrase, 
and as applied to the circumstances a sufficiently accurate phrase. Yet it 
was not accurate if the word ‘invitation’? was used in its ordinary sense. 
By opening a shop you did not really invite; you did not ask A. B. to 
come in and buy; you intimated to him that if it pleased him to come in 
he would find things which you were willing to So, in the case of 
shop, warehouse, road, or premises, the phrase has been used that if you 
porate = petem enter them you imposed on yourself a duty not to 
ay atrapfor him. This, again, was in a sense a true statement of 

duty arising from the relation constituted by the permission to enter. It 
was not a statement of what caused the tion which raised the duty. 
What caused the relation was the permission to enter and the entry. But 
it was not a strictly accurate statement of the duty. To lay a trap meant 
in ordinary language to do something with an intention. Yet it was clear 
that the duty extended to a the result of negligence without 
intention. And with regard to both these phrases, though each covered 
the circumstances to which it was parti applied, yet it did not cover 


the other set of circumstances from which an exactly similar legal liability 
was inferred. It followed, as it seemed to his 1 De ph caer Br onaiag 
eircum- 


some larger proposition which involved and covered 
stances. The logic of inductive reasoning required that where two major 
propositions led to exactly similar minor premisses there must be a more 
remote and larger premiss which Sad both of the major feokehip’ the 
That, in the present consideration was, as it seemed to his ip, the 
same proposition which would cover the similar legal liability inferred in 
the cases of collision and carriages. The ition which those recog- 
nized cases suggested, and which was, therefore, to be deduced from them, 
was that whenever one person was by circumstances placed in such a = 
tion with to pod that everyone of ordinary sense who did thi 
wouldat once recognize that, if hedid not use ordinary care and skillin his own 
conduct with regard to those circumstances, he would cause danger of inj 
to the person or property of the other, a duty arose to use ordinary care 
skill to avoid such danger. Without gaacing Oe other propositions to 
which allusion had been made as applicable to the particular circumstances 
in respect of which they had been enunciated, this proposition incinded, 
he thought, all the recognized cases of yee 5 Tt was the i- 
tion which covered them all. It might, , safely be a 
be a true proposition, unless some obvious case could be stated in which 
the liability must be admitted to exist, and which yet was not within this 
proposition. There was no such case. i proposition to the 
case of one person supplying goods or machinery, or instruments or 
utensils, or the like, for the purpose of their being used by another person, 
but with whom there was no contract as to the su whenever one 

rson supplied goods, or machinery, or the like, for 

ing by another under such circumstances everFone 
ordinary sense would, if he Sangh’, recognize at once that, unless 
used ordi care and skill with regard to the condition of the thing 
supplied or the mode of supplying it, there would be danger of iz 
the person or property of him for whose use the thing was supplied, 
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to the rule above stated, imply the duty. His lordship then discussed the 
cases which had been decided with regard to pce 3 supplied for the 

urpose of being used by persons with whom there is no contract, such as 
taotae v. Levy (4 M. & W. 337), and said that there seemed to be no 
case in conflict with the rule above deduced from well-admitted cases. 
He was, therefore, of opinion that it was a good, safe, and just rule, and 
that the present case was clearly within it. The case was within that 
which seemed to him to be a minor proposition—namely, the proposition 
which had been often acted upon, that there was, in a sense, an invitation 
of the plaintiff by the defendant to use the stage. Corron, L.J., said 
that the defendant was the owner of a dock for the ir of ships, and 
provided for use in the dock the stages necessary to enable the outside of 
the ships to be painted while in the dock, and the stages, which were to be 
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habit, since the di ents, of coming to the house occasic 
sleep. Chitty, J., mted the injunction on the authority of 
Green (5 Hare, 400), and under the special circumstances of the ¢ 
Court of Appeal (Brerr, M.R., and Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) up 
Brett, M.R., said that from the husband’s own evidence it was clea: 
he desired to come to the house, not for the Purpose of 

with his wife as a wife, but for the purpose of merely biting the 
so as to save himself the of taking a lodging elsewhere, and, ¢j 
fore, that, until the action came on for trial, it was better that the hi 

should not be allowed tointerfere. Upon that ground the court would aligy 
the injunction to continue. His lordship was unwilling now to expe 
his opinion upon the very important question of law which was in’ 
Corton, L.J., said that the question raised was one of the very utmog 


Aug. 4, 18 








EREEER |, 







vs 
$s 








T 
a 





es 
= 





cit 





used only in the dock, were appliances provided by the dock owner as 
ee ae ee After the stage was handed over to 
shipowner, it no longer remained under the control of the dock 
owner. But, when i were received into the dock for repair, 
and provided with stages for the work on the ships which was 
to be executed there, all those who came to the vessels for the 
— of painting and otherwise repairing them were there 
or business in which the dock owner was interested, and 
they, in his lordship’s opinion, must be considered as invited by the dock 
owner to use the dock and all appliances provided by the dock owner as 
incident to the use of the dock. To these persons, in his opinion, the dock 
owner was under an obligation to take reasonable care that at the time 
the appliances provided for immediate use in the dock were provided by 
the dock owner they were in a fit state to be used—that is, in such a state 
as not to expose those who might use them for the repair of the ship to 
any danger or risk not necessarily incident to the service in which they 
were employed. That this obligation existed as articles of which 
the control remained with the dock owner was i in Indermaur v. 
Dames (L. BR. 2 C. P. 311), and in Smith v. London and St. Katharine Dock 
Company (L. R. 3 C. P. 326) the same principle was actedon. Hislordship 
thought the same duty must exist as to things supplied by the dock owner 
for immediate use in the dock, of which the control was not retained by 
the dock owner, to the extent of using reasonable care as to the state of 
the articles when delivered by him to the ship under repair for immediate 
use in relation to such repairs. For any neglect of those having control 
of the ship and the appliances he would not be liable, and to establish his 
liability it must be proved that the defect which caused the accident 
existed at the time when the article was supplied by the dock owner. 
Blakemore v. Bristol and Exeter Railway Company (8 E. & Pe might be 


importance, and it must not be understood that by agreeing, as he 
with the other members of the court that the injunction should 
for the present upon the ground of e 
currence with the argument of the plaintiff’s counsel that a 


as a matter of course, to restrain her husband from entering it. Thy 
doctrine of the separate use of a married woman was that, as 
property, she was a feme sole and protected against her husband as if }y 
were a stranger, but, except as regarded property, her husband could ni 
be considered as a stranger. Bowen, L.J., said that upon the very im. 
portant question of law which was raised he desired to express no 

at present. The question now was what was most convenient under the 
circumstances of this case. The husband was seeking to enter the hong 
which was settled to his wife’s separate use. He was not asking for he 
society, indeed a — by her was pending against him in the Divyon, 
Court, in which he was charged with adultery and cruelty. Having 
regard to these facts, and to the fact that the claim put forward by th 
husband was a claim to the proprietary use and enjoyment of the hous, 
it was expedient that the injunction should not be removed.—Soxicrrons, 
Miller § Miller ; Simpson, Hammond, § Co. 


SurpowNer—Insury To Passencer—NEGLIGENCE—ConprtT10on Liurrg 
Lrasrtrry—Lorp Campse.u’s Act.—In a case of Haigh v. The Royal Mail 
Steam Packet Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 30th ult., 
question arose whether the conditions printed on a mee ng ticket 
relieved shipowners from responsibility, under Lord Campbell’s A? for 
the death of a passenger who was drowned when the vessel in which he 
sailed was sunk in a collision. The material conditions were these:— 


relied on as at variance with the opinion thus y him, but he | “‘ The company will not be responsible for any loss, damage, or detention 
thought that the objection was not well founded. If the plaintiff was to | of 1 under any circumstances. The company will not be respon. 
be considered as a volunteer there would be no implied request or invita- | sible for the maintenance of nor for any loss or 


tion to him by the defendant to use the dock and the appliances provided. 
But he was there for the purpose of work, for the due execution of which 
the defendant received the ship into his dock, and he received pay- 
as remuneration for allowing the work to be done in* bis 
and for providing the necessary appliances for enabling it 
done. The plaintiff was therefore in work in the per- 
formance of which the defendant was interested, and he could not be 
pon in the light of a volunteer. Whether the court was right in 
case in treating the plaintiff asa volunteer might be a question. 

But, as the of the decision was that he was 80, t i 


passengers, . . . 
damage arising from perils of the seas, or from machinery, boilers, or 
steam, or from any act, neglect, or default whatsoever of the pilot, master, 
ormariners. . . .” The executors of the passenger sued the company, 
under Lord Campbell’s Act, alleging that their testator’s death was 
caused by the negligence of the company’sservants. The company relied 
on the terms of the ticket by way of defence. The plaintiffs demurred. A 
divisional court (Cave and Day, JJ.) decided in favour of the company, 
and their decision was affirmed by the’Court of Appeal (Brerr, M.R., and 
Fry, L.J.). Brerr, M.R., who delivered the judgment of the court, 
that it was contrary to the intention of Lord Campbell’s Act that e: 









circumstance 
prevented the case an authority inconsistent in principle with the | should recover where the deceased could not have recovered if he had 
conclusion at which his ip had arrived. This decided t e appeal in | vived and things had otherwise been thesame. The question, th 
favour of the and his lordship was unwilling to concur with the | was whether the contract by the deceased would have prevented 
Master of the Rolls in laying down unnecessarily the larger principle which | from obtaining damages for injuries. That depended on the 
he entertained, inasmuch as there were many cases in which the principle | construction of the conditions on the ticket. As to the condition with 
was impliedly negatived. His lordship examined the cases, and regard to luggage, the Court of Exche 
thet he in no way intimated any as to the principle that any one | construed a stipula Zainst ree an ios as aot a 
who left a dangerous instrument, as a gun, in such a way as to cause | © pFOtect a compan 


danger, or who, without due to others for use an in- 
its construction or other- 
not necessarily incident 
instrument or thing, was liable for injury caused to 
his For these reasons his lordship 
he did not 


warning, Mig 08 


1 





by negligence, and, therefore, the eave of luggage was fully provided ie 
, and, t re, the case 0: was ’ 
As to , the stipulation against Soaponelbliiiy for loss 

from potile of the sea was an odd one, because a shi 
for TOM and the same remark @ 
régard to mac , &c. As tothe word “ , 
court could not say that injury to the person was not covered by it, and, 
pempae ag rade by an act, neglect, or default of the mariners 
was one from which the company had relieved itself by stipulation. The 
injury was one for which, if the deceased had survived, he could not have 
recovered, and therfore the appeal must be dismissed.—Sorscrrons, 0 ¥. 
Dommett ; Wilson, Bristows, $ Carpmael. 


Guanawtex—Sionature—Apmisereitiry ov Evipence ov Iwrenrion— 
In acase of Young vy. Schuler, betore the Court of A on the 1st inst, 
a ere ty wy wed madre oe faa evidence A 4 the inten 
whic) defendan' signed an instrument w urported 

a tee, On the 15th of November, 1876, an nt was entered 
between a firm of John Abrahams & Co, and the plaintiffs, for the 
erection by the plaintiffs of a building, This t was Y 
the plaintiffs, and was also on behalf of John Abrahams & Co, 
this form—"'P, P, A., John Abrahams & Co,, J. Otto Schuler.” 
Schuler was the defendant, ‘Ihe letters ‘P,P. A." were explained a6 
meaning 4 yf ) ered of attorney,”” The agreement 
Clause :~—** It ie further understood between the part 
that J, Otto fichuler preentons, perment to Henry ¥ 
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mimeys due to them under contract,” The 
damages from 


the defendant on this guarantes; on 
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Abrahams & Co. had failed to pay to the plaintiffs all the moneys which 
jad become due to them under the contract. One of the d-fences was 
Schuler signed the agreement only on behalf of Abrahams & Co., 
not in his individual capacity, and, consequently, that he had never 
into the mtee. At the trial before Manisty, J., evidence was 
tod to show that the defendant, in signing the agreement, intended to 

jo s0 on his own account as well as on behalf of Abrahams 
Co. The jury found a verdict for the plaintiffs for £994. 
defendant applied to a divisional court for a rule nisi 
jor a new trial, on the ground that the damages were excessive, and also 
om the ground that evidence ought not to have been admitted of the 
intention with which the defendant signed the agreement. The Divisional 
Court (Grove and Manisty, JJ.) refused the rule on the second ground, but 
it on the first ground, unless the plaintiffs would consent to 
the damages to £609. The defendant appealed from the refusal on 
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n d ground, and the Court of Appeal (Brerr, M.R., and Corron 
maa er | L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Brerr, M.R., said it was 
€ cour, MB admitted that, if there was a signature by the defendant as a contracting 
t. The , there was a guarantee by him. The question was whether the 
garded t signed the document as a contracting party. Looking at the 
aS if he t alone, his lordship would have thought the proper reading was 
uld not that the defendant signed only under a power of attorney for Abrahams 
ry im. # &Co, But the question with what intent a person had signed a docu- 
pinion ment had always been treated as questions of evidence, unless the 
ler the evidence would contradict the form of the signature. The signature in 
» honse t case might, without any contradiction, be a signature in a 
for her character—on behalf of Abrahams & Co., and on the defendant’s 
Divorce own behalf. Instead of signing his name twice, the defendant might, to 
Having save trouble, have signed once only. The evidence was that he intended 
by the thesignature to be in the double character—on behalf of Abrahams & 


(o. and on his own behalf as a contracting party—and his lordship 
thought the evidence was clearly admissible. Corron and Bowen, L.JJ., 
concurred.—Soxrcrrors, Lewis § Lewis. 
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Inrant—Stock sTANDING IN InFant’s. Name—Marntenance—l Wit. 
4, c. 65, s. 32.—In the case of In re Coltman, an Infant, before Chitty, J., 
on the 28th ult., a petition was presented under 1 Will. 4, c. 65, s. 32, for 

t to the guardian of an infant of the interest on a sum of £1,000 
stock standing in the infant’s name. Currry, J., made an order for pay- 
ment to the guardian of the interest on the whole sum, if it should appear 
that the infant had no other property.—Soticrrors, Lefroy ¢ Sheppard. 





Company—CompPusory Purcuass or LAND—OWNER UNDER D1sABILITY— 
—Payment ovt or Monsgy rx Covurnt—Costs—Discretion or Court— 
Orper.—In a case of In re Lee, before North, J., on the 28th ult., a ques- 
company to pay the costs 


een te a ee 

tition for thé payment out_of court to a person lutely en- 
ier orto pure ase-money of Jand 
under 


abso 

d pase comnmalpasty by the com- 

é powers of their special Act, which had been paid into 

fexthy reason of tie Tiga the amet ofthe land at the time of 
the purchase. e special Act contained no provisions for the payment of 
the costs of such a petition by the company, and the Lands Clauses Act 
did not apply. Norrn, J., held, following the decision of Jessel, M.R., 
in Bx parte The Mercers’ Company (L. R. 10 Ch. D. 481), that the court had, 
insuch a case, a discretion, under order 55, to order the company to pay 
the costs of the petition, and he thought that the company ought to pay 
those costs. He said that the decision of Jessel, MR. had ever since been 
— upon in practice.—Souicrrors, 7. W. Nelson; Evans, Fisher, ¢ 





Wii—Construction—Girt over upon Dgatu covrLep witn A ConTIN- 
oasncy —Pgriop or Contincency — Survivorsurr — Dergasrerirry — Re- 
pugnancy.—In the case of Foster v. Pearson, before Chitty, J., on the 30th 
ult., a question arose upon the construction of a devise in fee, followed by 
oars containing a gift over Pe the happening of a contingency. 

testator, by his will, dated 1833, gave certain real estate, subject to 
a annuity, to four of his children (naming them) as tenants in common, 
and not as joint tenants, and their heirs for ever; with a proviso that, 
“in the event of either of his above-named four children dying without 
issue, the part share and proportion of him, her, or them so dying should 
go to, belong, and be divided between and among the survivor or survivors 
of them in equal shares and proportions, share and share alike, as tenants 
incommon, and not as joint tenants, and in the event of either of them dying 
leaving issue, then that the child or children of him, her, or them so 
dying should be entitled to and become of his or her deceased 
parent’s share.’’ ‘The four children all survived the testator, The 
ion now was whether, upon the true construction of the will, the 
children were absolutely entitled to their shares, or whether the pro- 
¥iso operated to cut down the fee yerelonsy devised, Currry, J., held 
that the defeasibility was limited by the od of distribution, and that 
the four children took absolute interests in fee not lable to be divested, 
He was bound by the previous decisions in Clayton v, Lowe (5 B. & Ald, 
636), and Gee v. Mayor of Manchester (17 Q. B, wt which were authorities 
ety in point, the will in Clayton v, Lowe boing in substance undis- 
ble from the will in the toase, If the opposite construc. 
tion were adopted the earlier w of the will would be destroyed, and 
the gift in fee simple would be cut down to a mere life estate, Conse. 
tly he must hold that the four children took indefeasible interests,— 
» Thomas Fortune, tor Binsteed ¢ Prior, Portamouth ; 4. A. Steele, 

for Pearce ¢ Son, Porton; Longeraft, for Longerast ¢ @reen, Havant. 
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Pracrice—Costs—Pervsat sx Soticrron—Exunrerrs tro ArripaviTs— 
Sprzciran Orper—Rvuies or Supreme Covurr (Costs), 1875, orpsr 6, 
Scuevue (Pervsats).—In a case of Rymer v. De Rosaz, before North, J., 
on the 30th ult., a question arose as to the costs of the perusal by a 
solicitor of exhibits to affidavits. The schedule to order 6 of the Rules as 
to Costs of August, 1875, contams an allowance for the costs of the per- 
usal of special affidavits by the solicitor of the other side, but there is in 
it no allowance for the costs of perusing exhibits. In the present case 
there were important exhibits to some of the affidavits which had been 
filed, such as opinions of foreign lawyers on questions of foreign law and 
translations of foreign documents. Norrn, J., made a special 
(taking asa precedent a similar order made by Bacon, V.C., in an unre- 
ported case of Concha v. Murietta) that in the taxation of costs the taxing 
master should be at liberty to allow ‘‘a special charge for perusal and 
consideration of the several documents and exhibits in this suit, the amount 
thereof (if any) to be in the discretion of the taxing master, and in as 
ample a manner as if this direction had been inserted in previous orders 
for taxation and payment of costs.’’—Soxicrrors, Taylor, Son, § Humbert ; 
W. H. Bennett ; Thomas Sismey ; F. A. Brabant ; Boxall § Boxall. ‘ 








Wuui—Construction—APPormnTMENT oF Exectror—Mustake—Owmission 
or Worp—InTENTION or Tzstator.—In the Probate, Divorce, and Admir- 
alty Division, on the 30th ult., judgment was given on an application (In the 
Goods of Bradley) for a grant of probate under the following circum- 
stances :—The will of the testator contained the following words :—“‘I 
appoint Robert Hanson Brooks, of 17, Moorgate-street, in the city of 
London, and James Edward Walker, of 2, Chancery-lane, in the city of 
London ; I bequeath . . to each of my executors the sum 
of twenty pounds. . . I give, devise, and bequeath unto my said 
executors and trustees all the residue and remainder of my property of 
every kind upon the usual trusts for sale, conversion, and investment,” 
&c. On motion for a grant of probate to Messrs. Brooks and Walker, as 
executors, it was argued that, although the word “ executors”’ did not 
follow the words ‘‘I appoint,’’ the legacy to the two executors and the use 
of the words ‘‘my said executors and ” sufficiently showed the 
testator’s intention that the two apphcants should be his executors. 
Several cases were cited in order to show that the court could infer the 
testator’s intention from other parts of the will, and would admit 
evidence of his intention. The motion was made with the consent of the 
father of the testator. Hanney, P., now said that the father’s consent to 
the grant of probate had removed most of the difficulty in deciding the 
case. The will appeared to sufficiently express the testator’s intention 
that Messrs. Brooks and Walker should be his executors. It was clear 
that he had intended to appoint them, and supposed that he had, im fact, 
done so. The whole contents of the will assisted the court in arriving at 
a conclusion as to the testator’s meaning, and he should therefore make a 
grant of probate to the applicants.—Souicrrorn, Walker. 





Erratcum.—In the case before Chitty, J., on the 24th inst., relating to 
the taxation of costs, reported ente, p. 652, it should have been stated 
that the summons was taken out by the defendants, and an order made to 
vary the taxing master’s certificate ; the plaintiff being ordered to pay the 
costs of the summons and adjournment into court. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS. 
(Before Mr. ReaisTRAR MuRRAY, sitting as Chief Judge). 
July 18.—Re Ascherberg, Ex parte The Dresden Bank. 


Proceedings for liquidation by arrangement—Trustee ing to 
call a meeting of creditors to pass resolutions granting the 
his discharge, and providing for the sale of the estate before the 
time Sad dao during which a creditor of the estate had agreed 


to abstain from ——— debt—When and under what cireum- 

stances the court will direct an adjournment of a meeting of eredi- 

tors under liquidation proceedings. 

One Ascherberg filed a — for composition or hquidation 
sections 125 and 126 of the Bankruptey Act, 1869, and a trustee was 
— The Dresden Bank were creditors of the debtor for 
$3,000, or thereabouts, w bills drawn by the debtor. 
23rd of April, 1883, the undertook in writing not to 
debt for two months, so that it might be ascertained w 
drawn by the debtor would be paid at maturity by the respeeti 
tors and indorsers. Before the ion of the sad period 
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the trustee summoned a meeting of creditors for the passing 
resolutions granting the debtor hi o and the estate fora 
a Notice was given to the bank af the date of the proposed 
meeting. 

J. = Linklater — short nano pemmene to leave s fer 
an order postponing or adjourning vane pene ta sue 
subsequent to the expiration of the said two months. He submitted bef 
this was the only equitable arrangement ible under the ciroumastances ; 


E 


that the action af the trustee was in ch af goed > that the 

court had ample jurisdiction under the Act af 1889, and wper the 
neral effect of the authorities decided on the eartier statutes; and that 

t would be inequitable to exclude the bank from eens their debt, and 

Fon iad exercising their right to be heard at 
erent, 





Gelddery (solicitor), ewad,—The applicants have ne dows 
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this motion, as they are not creditors who have proved their debts. The 


court has no power to grant an injunction against this trustee, inasmuch 


as a trustee under a resolution for liquidation stands;in an altogether 


different position to a trustee in bankruptcy. The bank will receive 
twenty shillings in the po 
other parties to them. Farther, there was no concealment from the bank ; 
they had notice of the meeting and were called on to prove. [Murray, 
Registrar.—What was the use of sending notice to the bank when they 
had entered into an agreement not to prove before the 23rd of July? 
Are you ready to admit the proof of the bank?] 
Murray, i , in giving judgment said: He had no doubt as to 
his power to adjourn the intended meeting till after the 23rd of July. 
Having regard to the special agreement referred to, it was a matter of 
regret that the trustee should have proceeded to call this meeting before 
the 23rd of July. An order of adjournment would be preferable to an 
order admitting the proof for the purposes of the meeting. This applica- 
tion should have been made sooner. It was clear that the trustee gave 
notice to the bank some time back, and the bank ought to have applied 
to the trustee to adjourn this meeting or admit the proof, and, therefore, 
there would be no order as to costs of their application or otherwise. 
Solicitors, Bircham § Co. ; Goldberg & Langdon. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. JOHN HUGHES. 
Mr. John H 


ughes, barrister, died at 34, Abingdon-villas, Kensington, 
on the 11th ult., at the age of seventy-seven. Mr. Hughes was the 
youngest son of Mr. William Hughes, of Pen y Clawdd, Denbighshire, 
and was born in 1805. He was educated at the University of Edinburgh, 
and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1839. 
Mr. Hughes was appointed by the Foreign ce secretary, under Sir 
Rutherford Alcock, to the Mixed Commission for the Settlement of the 
Claims of the Portuguese Government upon the British Legion under Sir 
De Lacy Evans. He was twice sent to Sweden in the interests of the firm 
of Overend & Gurney, as also to Copenhagen, to obtain the restitution of 
a large sum advanced before the Danish-German War, in which mission 
he was successful. Mr. Hughes was well-known as a Welsh scholar and 
as a writer upon Cambrian archeology. He had been twice married. 





MR. JOHN EADEN. 


Mr. John Eaden, solicitor (of the firm of Eaden & Knowles), died on the 
1st ult. Mr. Eaden was born in 1810, and he had long conducted a most 
extensive practice, having been for several years associated in partnership 
with his son, Mr. John erick Eaden, who was admitted a solicitor in 
1875. Mr. Eaden had been for forty-seven years clerk to the magistrates 
for the borough of Cambridge, and he was formerly registrar of the Cam- 

i County Court (Circuit No. 35) and district registrar under the 
Judicature Acts, which offices are now held by his son. 





SIR JOHN LUCIE SMITH, C.M.G. 


Sir John Lucie Smith, C.M.G., Chief Justice of Jamaica, died a 
Worthing on the 9th ult. Sir J. Smith was the eldest son of Mr. John 
Lucie Smith, LL.D., of Demarara, and was born in 1825. He was called 
to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1849, and he had spent 
over thirty years in the West Indies. He was Solicitor-General of British 
Guiana from 1852 till 1855, when he was promoted to the officé of 
A -General, and he had acted for several months as Chief Justice 
of that colony. In 1869 he became Chief Justice and Vice-Chancellor of 
Jamaica, and he was created a Companion of the Order of St. Michael and 
St. George, and in the following year he received the honour of knight- 
hood. Sir J. Smith had been for some time in weak health, and he had 
returned to England on leave of absence. He was married to the daughter 
of Mr. John Van Waterschordt. 





MR. WILLIAM NORTH, 


Mr. William North, solicitor, of Leeds, died on the 24th ult., in his 
seventy-first year. Myr. North was born at Boroughbridge, but he had 
spent the greater part of his life at Leeds. He was for many years 
a clerk in the office of Messrs. Payne, Eddison, & Ford, with whom he 
ultimately served his articles. He was admitted a solicitor in 1849, and 
he was soon afterwards admitted a member of the firm, but a few years 

he commenced business on his own account, and he succeeded in 
establishing a most extensive practice, his son, Mr. John North, who was 
admitted a solicitor in 1858, having been for several years in partnershi 
with him. Mr. North was solicitor to the Yorkshire Banking Company, a 
local solicitor at Leeds to the North-Eastern peavng Commas ; He was 
also legal agent to the Marquis of Ripon and the 1 of Tistorp 
Mr. North was buried at the Woodhouse Cemetery. 


FE 


ugh. 


MR. FRANCIS SAMUEL BIRCHAM. 


Mr. Francis Samuel Bircham, solicitor, of ham, died guddenly at 
. Mr, Bircham in 1829. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1852, and had practised for nearly thirty years at 


¢ 


und on the bills in their possession from the 






















Eynsford Division of the county of Norfolk. Mr. Bircham was ji 
esteemed by all classes, and his sudden death is universally lamen, 
He was buried at Reepham on the 27th ult. 


| 





MR. JOHN PHILIP GREEN. 


Among the victims of the calamitous earthquake in Ischia wa 
John Philip Green, late a judge of the High Court at Bombay — 
Green was educated at University College, London, and uated 
the University of London in 1849, and*LL.B. in 1853. e@ was ¢; 
the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1856, having 
same term obtained an open studentship. He shortly afterwards ley 
India, and after several years’ successful practice at the Bombay ber ‘ 
was appointed a puisne ju of the High Court of that presidens 
where he obtained a high judicial reputation. About a year ag} 
resigned his seat on the bench, and he had been recently travel] 4 
the south of Europe for,the benefit of his health. gs 


as 








SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following circular has been issued :— me 
Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, W.C., August], - 
AnnvaL Provincia, Mzetine. 
Dear Sir,—I have.the pleasure to inform you that the council hay’ 
accepted an invitation to hold the annual provincial meeting of thi’ 
society for the present year at Bath. It will accordingly be held in th 
Guildhall in that city on Tuesday and Wednesday, the 16th and 1ith¢ 
October next, and the proceedings will be as follows :— : 
Tuesday, 16th of October.—The president, Mr. E. J. Bristow, will take 
the chair at 11 a.m. and deliver an address. After this address, paper 
contributed by members of the society will be read and discussed. : 
meeting will adjourn from 1.30 to 2.30 for luncheon, and close at 
In the evening the members of the Incorporated Law Society at j 
the meeting will dine together, the president of the society, Mr. E. J, 
Bristow, taking the chair. Tickets for the dinner will be £1 5s. each. - 
After the dinner, the president and members of the Bath Law Society 
will entertain the company at a smoking concert. 
Wednesday, 17th of October.—The meeting will be resumed at i] 
a.m., when the reading of papers and discussion thereon will be con. 
tinued. The meeting will adjourn from 1.30 to 2.30 for luncheon, and 
close at 4.30. Ra 
On that evening the president of the Bath Law Society (Mr. Holland 
Burne) will give a reception at the Assembly Rooms. 
On Thursday, the 18th of October, arrangements will be made for visit. 
ing places of interest in Bath, and viewing the scenery of the neighbour 
oad ; and the mayor has intimated his intention to entertain the members — 
of the society at luncheon on that day at the Guildhall. 
Should you wish to attend the meeting, I shall feel obliged if you will 
signify your intention, on or before the Ist of September next, to Mr. J. A 


43 


= 


See ae ies 
He2 Boom OS 


io <i 


= 


SS e 


= 
- - 


> a 


FREESE 


SES aESE 





F 


E 4 
_~ 









ins, or Mr. E. Newton Fuller, Bath, the honorary local secretaries, Fitter, § 
who will be happy to give any further information, and will be glad to (fit, # 
afford assistance in obtaining accommodation in hotels or lodgings for jMyd,. 


those desiring it. 
If you are good enough to prepare a paper, I shall be obliged if you 
will inform me the title and purport of it by the 15th of September, and 
the paper itself should be placed in my hands on or before the 29th of 
September, in order that it may be printed for circulation at the earliest 
possible moment after the close of the proceedings. 
Subject to the control of the president, each gentleman attending the 
meeting will be at liberty to speak and to vote upon any matter under 
discussion ; but all resolutions expressive of the sentiments of the m 
will be framed in the form of recommendations or uests to the couneil 
to take the subjects of such resolutions into their consideration. 
The fifty-first half-yearly general meeting of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association will be held in the Guildhall on the 17th of October, 
at 10 a.m. I am, dear Sir, yours faithfully, 

E. W. Wriuramson, 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on Thursday, the 2nd inst., the 
following ~ present—viz., Mr. A. E. Finch, chairman, and Messrs. 
Desborough, jun., Hedger, Lucas, Scadding, Williamson, and A. B. 
Carpenter, —a grant of £45 was made to the widow of a deceased 
member, and the ordinary general business was transacted. 








Petitions have been Rereented to the House of Commons by Mr. W. F. 
ollemache, from the Chester and North Wales Incorporated Law Soci 
oran ess to her Majesty to vary the new Rules of Court ; and by Mr. 
E. M, Tomlinson, from the Preston Law Society, for an address to 


her 
new rules may be annulled; and by Mr. E. Birkbeck, 





He had an extensive businecs, and had been for many years 
Commissioners of Taxes, and clerk to the magistrates 10F the 
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Majesty that the 
from the Great Yarmouth Law Society, against the new rules. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


671 





4 1883, 








the follo 


ie, Wiliam __ 

ons, James William 

ej, Tom Plowman 
sould, Clement Edgar . 
Herbert 


Me Hatley 
sjdwin, Henry Hall 
win, Robert 


George Dudley 
ostyn Arnold de 


ji, Charles 

mie, James Sharpe 

ick, John William 
lakem01 g, Arthur Villiers 
nibury, Charles Edward 
harles Edward 




















rer! 


nell, Ernest Fitchett 
bappe Pet Wri ‘ 

hurter, Jose’ rigley 
Papo Thomas Decoin 
i Al 


wasse, Alban 
Marke, William Richard Orawfor1 
fode, Thomas Lyne 
tooper, Ludford 
imp, Walter Edwin 
(ross, John Trevor 
(row Percy 
hy, Henry Purcell 
Bens, Henry Stapleton 
Dees, Arthur 
Dodsworth, Leonard 


& <BEgaE Pee 


+ 
= 


Dudley, Thomas Horace 
Ellen, eric 
William 


Ison, William ohn 
, George William 
Fitter, Sydney Pershouse 
Flint, Emest Reginald 
Floyd, Arthur 

Freeman, John Edwar 1 
Gamer, Stanley 

Gilbey, Tresham 

Goody, Sydney Carr 
Habgood, 

















Hall, * 

Hangon, Oswald Shaw 
Aarratt, Arthur Frederick 
Hlattis, Henry Haden 
Turis, Reginald James 
Tastings, George Andrew 
, Percy George 
bert 


elwood, John H. T. 
Hinde, Henry Derwent 

d, Charles Freemann 
le, Charles James 


ee ES Ei EE eB cee 


ite, Edward 
Frank 


hee, Gerard Binsonn 

hon, Edwin Henry Cooke 
p Monte af George 

keboult, Francis Moore 

Jewson, Frank 


lawson, Frederick Chacies 
layton, Frederic a8 
Leacroft 


im , William Hugh 
Albert ' 












LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PRELIMINARY EXAmInaTION. 


wing candidatestwere successful at the Preliminary Examin- 
j on the 11th and*l2th of July, 1883 :— 


Mallam, Cyril Arthur 
Marzetti, Eustace 
Mason, George Arthur 
Mason, Richard 
Matthews,®Peter 
Matthews,*Wallace Long 
May, Walter Gladstone 
Medlicott, Frank 
Mellersh, Wilfred Duke 
Meredith, Arthur Higgins 
Morgan, Ivor Rhys 
Munro, Innes Francis Gunn 
Murray, Claude Archibald 
Nettleship, Robert Murray 
Nixon, Charles Wyril 
Norgate, Theodore Traczy 
North, Edward Roundell 
Oddie, William 
Parkes, John Amery 
Peachey, Francis Henry 
Peile, ed Brodie 
Perkins, H 
Philipps, Hugh Grismond 
Pickles, John 
Plant, Edward Ashley 
Plummer, Lewis 
Pownall, Joseph Boothby 
Pritchard, William Clowes 
Reed, Christopher 
Rhodes, Samuel Robert 
Riccard, George Edward 
Richardson, Aubrey 
Richardson, Charles Arthur 
Ride, Thomas 
Ridley, Frederick Thomas 
Robinson, Charles Phineas 
Robinson, William Howard 
Rogers, Ernest Abethel 
Russell, Percy Willis 
Russon, Francis Joseph 
Rutherford, Henry, ‘laylor 
Ryland, Frank 
Salthouse, Thomas Brockbank 
Samuel, Abraham 
Sarjeant, Frederick Arthur 
Schierwater, Frederic Amandus 
Shoolbred, Herbert Davy 
Shuter, Henry Johnson 
Smith, Gilbertson 
Smith, Horace Augustus 
Southby, Charles 
Spencer, Herbert Harvey 
Stainer, Sydney Geor, 
Stephenson, Thomas Walter Bernard 
Stone, Arthur Carlyon Stanley 
Storry, Edwin Rougemont 
Strangways, Thomas Edward 
Street, Arthur 
Strong, Noel Whitley 
Sykes, John Herbert 
Sykes, John Lewis 

allack, Edwin 
Tannett, Thomas 
Taylor, Thomas Parker 
Thomson, Lewis Gardner 
Todd, Hadden 


Hoskins, Horatio Francis AlexanderTompkins, David Henry 


Townend, Thomas Morgan 
Turner, Alfred 

Villiers, William Noel 
Vizard, William 

Walker, Henry Charles 
Walker, Reginald Thomas 
Wi fred 


alters, Al 
Watts, Philip Benjamin 
Watson, eric Byers 
Webb, Frederic Bostock 
Whitfield, William 
Whitley, John 
Williams, John Bellis 


Frederick Richard BecherWilliams, Samuel 


Williams, William M: 
Waluhiitst, Walter Leslie. 





Wylie, John 
Young, Cyril Alfred 


Workman, Lawrence 
Wright,¢Albert William 
Wright,}Frank Baildon 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at Clement’s-inn Hall, on Wednesday, 
July 25. Mr. D’A. B. Collyer in the chair. The subject for debate was, 
‘‘The present style of male and female attire, and the necessity for 
reform in its constitution,” which was opened by Mr. Oxley Forster, 
who moved ‘‘ That the present mode of dress adopted by males requires, 
to some extent, reform, and that the mode of dress adopted by females 
requires a thorough reformation.’”? Messrs. Holah, Harvey, Collyer, 
Jenks, and Eiloart spoke upon the question, and after the opener had 
replied, the motion, on being put to the meeting, was carried by a 
majority of three votes. The subject for next week’s debate is ‘‘Com- 
pulsory Vaccination.’’ 








THE NEW RULES OF COURT. 


Tue following is the petition of the Incorporated Law Society to the 
House of Commons :— 

To the Honourable the Commons of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Ireland in Parliament assembled. 

The humble petition of the Incorporated Law Society of the United 
Kingdom 

Sheweth— 

By the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 36 & 37 Vict. c. 66, s. 68, it is 
enacted that her Majesty may, by and with the advice of the Lord Chan- 
cellor, the Lord Chief Justice of England, and other judges of the 
Supreme Court as therein mentioned, make rules of court forthe purposes 
specified in such Act. And it is further enacted that—‘ All rules of court 
made in pursuance of this section shall be laid before each House of 
Parliament within forty days next after the same are made, if Parliament 
is then sitting, or if not, within forty days after the next meeting of 
Parliament; and if an address is presented to her Majesty by either of the 
said Houses, within the next subsequent forty days on which the said 
House shall have sat, praying that any such rules may be annulled, her 
Majesty may thereupon, by Ordet in Council, annul the same; and the 
rules so annulled shall thenceforth become void and of no effect, but with- 
out prejudice to the validity of any proceedings which may in the mean- 
time have been taken under the same. This section shall come into opera- 
tion immediately on the passing of this Act.’’ 

That on or about the 10th day of July, 1883, certain new rules of pro- 
cedure in the Supreme Court were laid before both Houses of Parliament. 
These rules are understood to extend to upwards of four hundred pages of 
print, and, up to the time of the preparation of this petition, your peti- 
tioners have been unable to obtain any copies of them or to consider them, 
though, as your petitioners are informed, they effect very great changes 
in the procedure of the High Court of Justice, in which changes the pro- 
fession, as represented by your petitioners, are deeply interested. 

Your petitioners, as representing the solicitors of this country, are 
anxious at all times to take in measures of legal reform, and regret 
that they were not afforded the omer of considering and making 
suggestions upon the rules prior to their issue. 

Your petitioners are of opinion that it is of great importance in the 
interests of the public, and for the convenience of both” branches of 
the legal profession to whom those interests are intrusted, that the 
fullest opportunity should be afforded for the consideration of these 
rules. 

That such rules necessarily involve matters of detail in procedure of 
which your petitioners have in the performance of their duties large ex- 
perience, and your petitioners venture to think they may be able to render 
material assistance in the consideration of any new rules which may be 
submitted to your Honorable House. 

That such opportunity has not been afforded either to your petitioners, 
or, as they believe, to the members of the bar. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that your Honorable House 
will be waned to present an address to her Majesty to annul the rules 
to which your petitioners have referred, with the view of sufficient time 
being given for their consideration, or that some measure may be framed 
in the present session of Parliament for prolonging the time for considera- 
tion of such rules. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Attan Burnett, solicitor (of the firm of Rice & Burnett), of 10, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields and Old Charlton, has been elected Vestry Clerk 
of the Parish of Charlton. Mr. Burnett was admitted a solicitor in 
1874. 

Mr. Wrruram Conran Raryss, barrister, has been oa one 
of her Majesty’s Counsel for the Island of Barbadoes. . Reeves was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1863. 

Mr, Wares Tuomas Wrage, barrister, has been appointed a Puisne 
Judge of the Supreme Court of the Col of Natal. Mr, Justicé 
Wragg was called tothe bar at the Inner in January, 1879. 
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Mr. James Epwarp Oetzruorr:, solicitor (of the firm of Clark, Ogle- 
thorpe & Son), of Lancaster, has been appointed a Commissioner to admin- 
ister Oaths in the Supreme Court of J Ss -.ormang 


Mr. Waurer Tuck, solicitor, of Southwold, has been elected Town 
Clerk of that borough, in succession to Mr. Harry Read Allan, deceased. 


Mr. Ricuarp Witi1am Lapett, solicitor (of the firm of Copeman & 
Ladell), of Norwich, has been appointed a- Commissioner to inister 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Joun Hovcuen, junior, solicitor, of Thetford, has been elected 
Town Clerk of that borough, on the resignation of his father, Mr. John 
Houchen, senior. 


Mr. Hucu Garpzn Sern Sairn, barrister, of the Inner Temple, has 
been appointed Judge of the District Court of Auckland, New Zealand. 
He has also received the appointment of Law Lecturer in the Auckland 
University College. 


Mr. Henry Kzestz, solicitor, of the Wool Exchange, 26, Basinghall- 
street, E.C., and 13, Windsor-road, Denmark-hill, S.E., has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 

Mr. Hersert Bramzey, solicitor, Sheffield, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for taking Affidavits in the Supreme Court of Judicature in the 
Colony of Victoria. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


James Peace and Atrrep Matruew Braptey, solicitors, 11, Grocer’s 
Hall-court, Poultry, London. May 21. [ Gazette, July 27.] 


James Tuomas Wricut and Witi1am Russett Law (Wright & Law), 
solicitors, 20, High Holborn, Middlesex. July 28. The practice will in 
future be carried on by the said Wilham Russell Law. 


Tuomas Nevrviiie Crosse and Lancetot Freston Brerrincuam (Crosse 
& Brettingham), soliciturs, 26, Bloomsbury-square, Middlesex. April 6. 
[ Gazette, July 31.] 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


July 26.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Companies (Colonial Registration). 


Bill Read a Third Time. 
Private Brt.—London, Hendon, and Harrow Railway. 


July 27.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Consolidated Fund iN o. 4). 


Bilis Read a Third Time. 
Private Bitts.—Bexley Heath Railway ; Ogmore Dock and Railway. 


July 30.—Bill in Committee. 
Consolidated Fund (No. 4). 


Bilis Read a Third Time. 
Parvate Brris.—Eastern and Midlands Railway; London and South- 
Western Railway (Bournemouth Direct Railway, &c.). 
Companies Acts Amendment. 


July 31.—Bill in Committee. 

Companies (Colonial Registration). 

Bills Read a Third Time. 

Parvate Brt.—Skegness ee ee St. Leonards’, and Alford Tramways ; 
London and South-Western way (Various Powers) ; Mersey Railway ; 
Metropolitan Board of Works (District Railway). 

Consolidated Fund (No, 4). 


ae 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


July 26.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Supreme Court of Jediean (Funds, &c.); Public Health Act, 1875 
(Support of Sewers), Amendment. 

Bills in Committee. 

&c.; Greenwich Hospital; Friendly Societies 
Charities ties (London). 

- B . song Gas Marent a Third a 

RIVATE Briis.—Ipswic Railway (Abandon- 

ment); Electric Light ting Provisional Orders pean s a3 Trlocbsic Lighting 
Provisional Orders (No. 9); Electric Lighting Provisional Orders (No. 


10). 
July 27.—Bills Read a Third Time. 
Purvare Briis.— Hawarden and District Water ; Sock Dennis Rectory. 
Greenwich Hospital. 
'y 30.—Bill in Committee. 
ae 


Jul 
Supreme Court of Joliemass (Funds, & 


July 31.—Bills ale a a Second T: 
Parvare Buis.—Harrison’s Estate; Regent's 


Railway Passenger Duty, 
(Nominations) ; Parochi 


Canal (City and Docks 


























Bill Read a Third Time. 
Public Health Act, 1875 (Support of Sewers), Amendment, — 


August 1.—Bills Read a Third Time. : : 
Agricultural Holdings (England) ; Supreme Court of Judicature (fpy 
&e.). 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 
Jornt Stock ComMPaANIEs. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
ASHBURTON SLATE QUARRIES, LIMITED.—Petition jor winiliti ng u D, proses ’ 
25, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on the first petition dayin ¥ 
mas 1 pine Greenfield and Abbott, Queen Victoria st tion day i 
titioner 
COMMERCIAL ADVERTISING COMPANY, LIMITED.—Chit ~ ae! » has, b 
dated May 18, appointed Robert Payne, 57, Moorgate st, to be official 
Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1, to send their names and 
andthe hat of their debts or claims, to the above. Oct 6 at 11 is g 
for h ng and adjudicating pt treed the debts and claims 
HowaTson PATENT FURNACE LimiTED. — Petition for 
presented aay 21, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Satu 
4. Harris, B sgate churchyard, solicitor for the petitioners see 
MEDITERRANEAN “yo XTENSION TELEGRAPH COMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition f 
ing up, ‘presented 4 J uly LT: directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., 
Michael, Gt Wi ster st, solicitor for the petitioner 
OorEcuM Gotp MINING ContPaty OF INDIA, Liw1TED.—Petition for wi 
resented July 26, directed to be heard before Kay, .J., on Aug 4, Snel} 
pense st, Mansion House, solicitors for the titioner ; 
GENERAL ELEcTRIC LIGHT on 
eee a y 25, directed to o be heard before Pearson, J., 
4. Powell, Pheoce st, Strand, ‘solicitor. for the petitioner 
PRUDENTIAL LOAN Discount Co LIMITED. Me te { 
presented July 24, directed to be he hand before Pearson, J., p 
and Marshall, hall, White Hart ct, Gracechurch st, solicitor for the petitioner = 











=} 4 


LONDON MANUFACTURING CoMPANY, LIMITED.—By an order made b 

dated July 23, it was ordered that the above company be wound up. 

Cannon st, solicitor for the petitioner 

Lonpon Stock Brick ComPANy, LuwrrED.—Chitty, J., has fixed Aug8 en 
his chambers as the time and place for the appointment of an official ligui 


tor 
NortTH ay seed FREEHOLD LAND AND HovusE CoMPANY, 


LIMITED.—By an 
e by Bacon, V.C., dated July 21, it was ordered that the above co 
wound up. A s Arms yd, Moorgate st, solicitor for # 


tioner e 
Bristol, CLIFTON, AND WEST OF ENGLAGD CO-OPERATIVE 
AND PROVISION MARKET, LIMITED.—Chitty, J., pent 9 Oat it 1 at his 
bers as the time and place for the appointment of an offi —_ 
HANCERY ‘ ! 


UNLIMITED IN C 
Norwich EQuITABLE FIRE ASSURANCE COMPANY. —By an order made by Bane 
V.C., dated July 14, it was ordered that the company be woundup. Bo; 
Boxall, Chancery lane, solicitors for the petitioner 


| Gazette, July) 
Frrenpiy Societies Disso.vep. 
FRIENDLY Society. Globe Inn, Long st, Hanslope, Buckingham, July% —_ 
ScoTLAND PLACE = Man’s NDLY SICK AND BURIAL Socrerty, Serta: 
rd, Lapa =e Jul: , 
TEMPERANCE ENERAL BENEFIT Society, Brynhyfryd Vestry For 
Demy. t <n 


FRIENDS a SocreTy, Mount st, Grosvenor sq. July 23 
(Gazette, July) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


BEAUMONT, nee Bri ond Hai, Nottingham, Esq. Sept 1. Beaumot 


Beaumont, 
BEAUMONT ‘Henny, Grant! han, Linco Solicitor. Sept1. Bolton v Beaumal, 
Chitty, J. Tyrer, Liverpool 
CHAMBERS, JOHN GnaHas, Wetherby terrace, Kensington. Sept 1. Bolim’ 
Chambers, Chitt Burch, 8 ming qins, cross 
Duan, JOHN, ‘Bingley, York. ‘Sept 1 Ward v Holmes, Kay, J. Weatherbal 
and Burr, 
[Gasette, July ®) 
JENKINS, WILLIAM, Ystradfeilte, Brecon, Gent. Oct 1, Jenkins v Jenkins, Ka) 


J. James Merthyr Tydfil 
Paterson, Tuomas, Great Queen st, Long Acre, Artist in Stained Glass, Aw 
20, Rearson Metcalfe, Idol lane 
bat Hoven, aaa. Aug 31, Stephen’ 


‘ord ro 

Esq. har th y Smith, Kay, J. Bymesl 

. Sept 10. Yewdall v Yewdall, Pearson, J. Nom, 

[Gasette, July #) 

Huxr, Joun, Weston upon Trent Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Sept 29. Jace 
v Hart, Bacon, V.C. ord 

‘ann Loughborough es bldgs. Aug 31. Hemsted v May, Pearson, J. 

may, _ Heeading 


MUNDELL, , Lancaster ter t’s pk. Augi30. Fenton v Cumberlegs 
Pearson, J. Rawle, ponteed row eee ~ 
P. Hereford. Aug 30, Samuel v Crawslal, 


’ roomy Hill, 
Pearson, J. Gray, B 
RULE, CHARLES HE wey, fab st, b st, Putney, Lic Licensed Victualler. Sept 16. Rule? 
wire ae it  Bhatwell, P ll, Pl Ry ae Taylor v Halsey, Bao 
A st, we lumber ‘n rv 
V0. 'B urn and Gallows oe Sea mm aes 


TRIVET?, ter, Bromley, Gent, t.4, Taylor’ 
Smith’ Boon, VOB ma taiower Greshama sb om Fey 





ae ee we ee SEP EN NOTE TTT 
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cate , ROBERT, Brough, PEPE TEE von Sept 3. Robinson v Wil- 
, THOMAS, berland ter, Stoke Ni Retired Publican. 


” & {lliamson, Bacon, V.C. Glynes, Mark lane 
fp Gray v W ™ (Gazette, July 27.) 
va HN Hopton RUSSELL, co rd. Sept1. Bloxsome v Cha: 
ate Dowse, New inn, Stran # 


man, Chitty, J Bi iP Oct 1. ee v Cooper, Kay, J. Husey-Hunt, 

' ham, Gent. t 1. Co v Whitfield 
vty, J a a Serle st, Eines ’s inn ~ “i . 
: , JOHN, Leeds, Cloth Merchant. Oct1. Johnson v Johnson, Kay, J. 

g SAMUEL, acct: Chester, Surgeon. Sept 1. Bower v Smith, Chitty, 


J. Be orSickle Beg. Nov 20, West v Wythes and Wythes 
ra ave Upton Austin [Gasette, July 31.] 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 3% 


IGHT, ANN, Lancaster. Augi4. Ascroft, Fresten. 
‘ANNE, Lit 


ttle Com m, ae Aug 18. Parker, 
EDMUND, Gloucester, Gent. Ai Burrup and Coren ee 
FRaNces CATHERINE, Forest Kent. Aug 25. Western, Essex st, 


BSTHEAD, THOMAS CHAPPELL, Hanl 
ELINO a, en Weaken crescent, South Kensington. 
meatal, ELINOR Ce St Mildred’s ct, Poultry 
Bs (oN, WILLIAM nea Brunswick rd, Heene, Gent. ae 1. Seca 
‘AWSTO x, Son 


-WESTHEAD, : me he , Stafford, Chinaand Earthenware 


; 


wo Sept 1. Stevens and 4 So, OW 
Rts one ‘oventry. Sept 12. Woraconk, Coventry 


Farmer. Sept 8. Fell, Ayles 
Table Knife Maker. Aug 31. vena Sheffield 
Inspector. Sept 1 


pper Westbourne pk, Railway 


Oct 21. Fox, Norwich 
Arcy, Essex, Retired Maltster. Sept 1. Stevens 


ee Hop and Seed Merchant. Sept1i. Cobbold and Co, 


Re oe 
Y, Halifax, Woolsorter. July 28. Stansfeld, Halifax 
i James, Exeter pong OHN BRASSEY, Broadwoodkelly, Devon, Clerkin Holy Orders. 
ia, ¥ ames, 


ILLIAM, 3 SO Veterinary Surgeon. Sept 6. Bond and 


r 
ILLIAM, Leeds, Gent. Sept 14. Nelson and Co, Leeds 
JOHNSON, Mantua, Atherton, Lancaster. Ang Part ond Co, Atherton 
, JOSEPH, Blackpool Stationer, ay 4 nd and Son, Manchester 
Mary ANN, Milton Graham, Ab bingdon 
a, < Guivcd, ton Gant Aug 21. Mackeson and Co, Lin- 


coln’s inn fields 
Muir, ANN, Camberwell New rd. Oct1. Taylor one Ge Furnival’s 
PEARSON, RoBERT, Basford, Stafford, Gent. Aug Wilson, Stoke upon 


POWNALL, JAMES, Crowes, Berk, M.D. Sept 1. 
Park rd, Battersea, 


Calne 
Pryce-JUER, RICHARD, Gent. Sept 1. "Best and Co, Essex 
st, Strand 


Pyz, THomas, Doncaster, Youk, only Septi. Parkin and Co, Doncaster 


land. Aug 20. er Set Co, Preston 
EORGE. m upon An ot nea Sept 7. Laverack, Hull 
upon H Sept 22, Middlemiss and Pearce, 

















Henly, 


TaomLInson, Mary, Wavertree, nr ween Aug 20. Jevons and Co, Liver- 
Won, mer. JOHN BiuRTON, Windermere, Westmoreland. July 31. Gatey, 
Wawnor, Saaces Henry, York pl, Portman sq, Gent. Sept 1. Angell and Co, 
— omas, Crowndale rd, Oakley sq. Sept 20. Burgoynes and Co, 
Warm, ELIZABETH, Hereford, Sept 18. Morice and Co, Serjeants’ Inn, Fleet 


(Gazette, July 20.) 
BARtow, pypuus ARTHUR, Sandon, Stafford, Farmer, Aug 31. Adderley and 


wy 2) 


Longton 
Brxstky, LAWRENCE, Barro Aug 21. 
i alder, rm, mow in Furness, Lancaster, Boiler Maker. Aug 

Brooxs, SEWARD, Chatteris, Isle of Ely, Cambridge, Gent. Sept 1. Ruston, 

“Notngham Wr11aM, Plumtree, Nottingham. Sept 1. Watson and Co, 
Aumont, 

Canvs-Witson, WILLIAM Wi1son, Moretonhampstead, Devon, 2 t 29. 
Bolton Crosse, Lancaster place, Strand ” oe 

is “ie CHRISTOPHER, Nottingham, Gent. Septi. Cann and Son, Notting- 
pe Dowxes, Tuomas, Hartington, Derby, Farmer. Aug 31. Bennett and Co, 

EnGak James Jacon, Liverpool, Gent. July 31. McGowen, Li 
ns, Kay, y SA Base. yh Hull, Doctor of Medi dine. Rept. Thor- 
5, Any Ou, Wittra Bilax E TeLtas HANOOUE, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Esq. Aug 27. Theodore and 
phens 1 Muswell Hill, Engineer. Aug20. Freshfields and Williams, 
me aol Yo ee roatel Anne, Kirby Hardwick, Nottingham. Aug 31. Watson 
North, Epwakp Ricwarp, Whitfield, Kent, Carpenter. Aug 4. Knocker, 
Isaac, Te Hi Yeoman. Sept6. Carthew, Chan lane 

= P , PETER, . Burnley’ Goltiery Propristor. Sept Weslo ond Co, Man- 
a PLOWMAN, Robert, Manea, Isle of Ely, Cambridge, Farmer. Sept 1. Ruston, 

Bie, Baa Wrexham, Brewe Brewer. ‘oi eet 1, 1. James a and James, hy = a Say 

Saran Louisa, o Ruffo, ov 
orl and Co, Abchurch House, Sherborne lane ” sp 
wshsy, Louisa YaTss, King’s Norton, Worcester. Aug 21, Ryland and Co, Bir- 
Rules , WitLIaM, Tintinhull, Somerset, Gent. Aug 2%. Poole, South 
ran, Rook Fi Chi broker. Sept1. Weld, Livrpool 

—- Wise Leeds Gent. “Aug 8, Middleton ana Sons, 
ylor rate Gaon Gronox Wintzai, Brockley, Kent, Banker's Clerk, Aug 81. Upton, 





bab yn a ¥ Dapeee. Gamentee, nr Liverpool, Cotton Spinner. Septs8. Earle 

and Co, 

bey ema CoNsTANCE, Wimbledon. Aug 31. Crowder and Co, Lincoln’s 
n fie 

Woop, Louisa, Bristol. beg A 1. bey ge 

—_ WILLiaM, wn rd, Oct 1. Simpson and te 


racechurch st 
WoopDHEAD, RoBERT, Southport, Lancaster. Augi0. Payne wa od Som. UA 2 uly Bey 
BEAVAN, Sreasan, Feats ord, Gent. Sept 20. James and Bodenham, H om Bona? 


Brrcu, CHARzEs, Lichfield, Builder. Sept 29 Co, Lichfield 

D, LOUISA Louma MATILDA. Barnstaple, Devon. * Aug 11. and Son, Barn- 
BUTLER, JANE, Shap, Westmoreland. +4. Little and ionby, 
BUTTERY, OmAELEE Se er et Aug 25. eo Se ig and Sons, 


i CHARLES, Queen Anne st, Cavendish sq. Sept1. Hewitt, Nicholas 


CHURCHILL, Resecea, Exeter. Aug 3i. Drake, Ex 

DaRELL, Rev. Sir WILLIAM 5 Sao, Bart., Upper Brook st. Bove. 1. Williams 
rind Go, Lincoln fields" ter, Kensington, Esq. Aug 31. Maples 
ASH WOO! 

and Co, Frederick's . = 


1, Old Ji 
a Se enham Hill, Burrey, Esq. Sept 15. Murray and Co, Birchin 


FretH, JaMES, Sheffield, out 4 business. Sept 1. tee and Co, —— 

HawortH, EUPHRASIA EUPHRASIA Fanny Pembroke sq. Sept Goodhart and Medcalfe, 
Gt George st, Westminst 

Kgeracane, ‘THOMAS, Walsall, Stafford, out of business. Sept 1. Cotterell, 


ng | Lzpox, “moms, Larcome st, Walworth, Clerk. Sept 10. Guy, Bishopsgate st 
b 
MacBEan, THomas, Great Tichfield- st, Marylebone, Painter. Sept 10. Guy, 


Bishopsgate st Within 
re , JOSEPH, sen, Maidstone, Kent, Gent. Aug 24. Stenning, Maid- 
stone 

OrGAN, EpwarD, Albion rd, Dalston, Cabinet Manufacturer. Aug 28. Pearce 
and Sons. tspur st 

5 ‘THoMas, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Coal Agent. Sept 1. Costeker, 


Darwi 
SOHOLEY, GEORGE, Wakefield, York, Joiner. Sept3. Barratt and Senior, Wake- 


quate GEORGE, Preston, Lancaster, Esq. Sept1. Ashurst, Preston 

a Leona, Hove, near Brighton, fn ly Aug 31. FitzHugh and Co, 
rig! 

STEVENS, Mary, Loma ah » Hope, Essex, Licensed Victualler. Sept 20. Hunt 

and Co, 8t oe 


STONHOUSE, ‘Hiearucore, Frimley, Surrey, Esq. Aug 23. Lee and Co, 
Prince’s "8 Bt, Store 
= achaale ILLIAM, a Lancaster, Gent. Sept 7. Standring and Taylor, 
nemouth, Merchant. 1. Adamson, vam Shields 
Wares uy EMILE, iddlesborough, York, Merchant. ug 31. Belk, 
es 
WartE, Sir THOMAS, Sloane st, Chelsea. Sept: 1. Bog oe lane 
‘WILEINSON, W1iL1AM, Barton on Humber, 8 Goy and Cross, 
Barton on Humber 
(Ganette, 3 July 27.) 
Ar Gueoas, Lupus st. Pimlico, Gent. Aug 27. Tatton, Lower P. ore 
ALPHANDERY, Many Ann, New Bond st. Aug =. Farber, Pate, Con's inn sq 
ASHTON, Mary ANN, Barry rd. ,» Peckham. Oct 1 Co, Chancery 


lane 
BENnyon, Rev Epwakp RIcHARD, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk. Oct1. Lake and 
ia, Geel rasiuxsy Lichiteld Builder. Sept 29. Hinckley and Co, Lichfield 
. er. 0, 
——. nr Rotherham, York, Glass Manufac- 
Sept 1 15. Oxley oa "Co, Ro 
ALFRED, Bentin 


Bova, THOMAS <a Regent’s park, Commission Agent. Aug 


a ve, Mark lane 
Briaas, YY ANN, Hills, 


Halifax. Sept 1 Halifax 
OWEN, Dean st, Soho sq, Leather Merchant. Sept 11. Childs, Paul’s Bake- 
. Sager 
. King, 


IRCH, 
BLUNY, J 


—_— Oct i. Stenning, Tonbridge 
, South st, Thurloe sq. Aug 31. Palmer and Co, 


FREDERICK EDWARD VERNON, Cadogan Chelsea, Admiral. t 
28, Bowker and Co, Bedford row ei sd 


m, Solicitor. Novi5. Banks, Pacten 
Hewitt, THomas, Meole Brace, Galop, Gent. Oct 1. ord, 
om York, Sept 15. Oxley and Ceeut, 
er’ 
Ho WILLIAM, York, Gent. Leeds 
JERRED, eeeter oil ng. Sept ty serman Exeter 
JONES,, J Youn, Richmond, Jobmaster. Sept 1. Tyrrell, Raymond buildings, 


inn 
KxrauT, hee Brougham rd, Dalston, Gent. yeah Chamberiain, Bas- 


LANGFORD, Tomas NETHERTON, Carlisle a Victoria st, Captain. Sept 13. Rob- 
inson and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
, New Windsor, Berks. Aug 25. Long and Co, Windsor 
—o WILLIAM Davip, Nottingham, Gent Sept 1. Hunt and Williams, 
0 ting! 


SaMvEL, Uckfield, Sussex, Esq. Aug 31. SaaS age 


Parsons, THomas, St George, Gloucester, Yeoman. it 29. 

PRENTIS, Guonen, Maidatene, Keut, oe Wine Tiechant® Oct 1. ne Ton- 

Gouwsees, Ganae, Appleb: Line. Aug 31. Rollitt and Sons, Hull 
EORGE, Ashover, y, Farmer. Sept 1. , am, Chesterfield 

— Txon, Castletown House, Baron’s Court, Major-General. 

Sept | 10. Liddle. Cirous pi, Fins 

WALKER, Lewis Jomn, Waltham Abbey, Essex. Aug 31. Windus and Trotter, 


when WIN WHEATLEY, Eldon rd, South Kensington, Esq. Aug 27. Tatton, 
Lower Phillimore & 
ete JosHua, Appledore, Devon, Merchant. Sept 29. Rookerand Bazeley, 


Wirnson, Josgrpn, Bakewell, Derby. Nov9. Taylors, Bakewell 
WorTHINGTON, James, Upper ‘Tooting, Surrey, Architect. Sept 1. 
Deane and Co, South sq, Gray’s — . ” 


( @anetie, July 31.) 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court oF 
Asbuiz. Vv. 0. Bacon. 


Mr. Pemberton Mr. Cobby 
Ward 


Jackson 
Pemberton Cobby 
Ward 


Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 


Mr. Justice 
Kay. 
Mr. Teesdale 
Farrer 
Teerdale 
Farrer 


Mr. Justice 
PrsRson, 


Date, 


Monda Aug. seceeesscere 
Tuesday cebbeaeesensucse 
ednesda: 


Vecvececesescce 


6 
7 
8 
9 


YY cccccesccccces 


Santer, ARBe vests ions 
a. ee eee eevee 
Via... seeeeeeece vi Merivale 
Thursday .......6 Clowes Carrington King 


The Long Vacation will. commence on Friéay, the 10th day of August, and 
terminate on Wednesday, the 24th day of October, 1883, both days inclusive, 








At the Croydon Bankruptcy Court, on Monday, says the Times, before 
Mr. Vernon Lushington, Q.C., the adjourned public examination of 
Thomas Young, a solicitor, of Park- lane, Croydon, and formerly a church- 
warden, and a member of the Croydon School Board, came on for hearing. 
Mr. H. Parry and Mr. Butcher ap for creditors, and Mr. Hodson, 
barrister, appeared for the debtor. Thedebtor had admitted, in the course 
of his examination-in-chief, that adout ten years ago he received from an 
old man, named Peters, a gardener, the sum of £280 to invest, but appro- 
priated it to his own use, Last year he acted as solicitor for a ‘boy, named 
Deacon, who was injured on the Brighton Railway. The company paid 
him on Deacon’s behalf the sum. of £100, besides his expenses. Of that 
amount the boy had only received £60, which the debtor admitted having 
paid him in small instalments. Mr. Hudson applied for the debtor’s dis- 
charge on the ground that he had satisfied the trustee in the bankruptcy 
with regard to his accounts. Mr. Parry objected to the debtor’s discharge, 
and asked his Honour to order a prosecution for fraud. The debtor having 
been further examined, his Honour said the evidence did not establish a 
case of fraud against the debtor. His conduct, however, with regard to 
the old man, Peters, and the boy, Deacon, was serious and disgraceful. 
But had he (the be udge) any right or duty to say he should not pass his 
examination ? e trustee was satisfied, and Mr. Parry had not shown 
him any authority saying that he should not pass. Therefore he should 
allow him to pass. Then ought he to direct a prosecution? There was 
no authority on the subject, and he should not be anxious to order one. 
There was another measure, however. Mr. Young was under the super- 
vision of the Incorporated Law Society ; he had been guilty of gross mis- 
conduct as a solicitor, and Mr. Parry could represent the fact to the society, 
who could take action upon it. 








RECENT SALES. 

At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s (Limited) sale, 
held at their sale-room, 58, Lombard-street, E.C., on the 2nd iust., the 
following were among the prices obtained :—National Syndicate Trust £1 
shares, 19s.; Sovereign Life Assurance £10 shares, £3 5s. paid, 3s. ; John- 
son’s Saccharum £10 shares, £6 paid, 2s. 6d. ; United Horse Nails, 10s. ; 
Metropolitan Brush Electric Light and Power £5 shares, £3 paid, 1s. 6d. ; 
Weston-super-Mare Steam Laundry £10 six per cent. Debentures, £7 10s. ; 
and other miscellaneous securities fetched fair prices. 








SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

Anet essrs. DRIVER & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Properties (see 

‘ veitigement, , July 21, p. 4, and July 28, p. nay f* os Par: ee 
ug. 9.—Messrs. ENHAM, TEWSO RIDGEWATER, , 

AlP.tt> Erechold Estate (ace advertisement, sp yl O48) rani ee rr 

‘Lirechold Ba heed (see advertisements, Fx 28, ¥ eee es 


D. 660). 
ALTER KNIGHT, at , a¢ 1 p.m., Freehold Premises 
gr eet = July 28, p. 660). 4 2 -_ 








BIRTHS, ee AND DEATHS, 

Betu.—July 27, at Garbrand urrey, . Bell, 
73 By: oy Hall, Ewell, Surrey, the wife of William J. Bell 
Dueum. July 28, at Aberdeen; the wité of James Duguid, advocate, of a 
Hewystoce.—July 21, at Herbert Bongall, near Derby, = wife of F, W. 
Henstock, barrister-a t-law, of Tee nn net of a con, oll still é * 
ag 7 hn mad ny ats, Kensington, the ‘wife of Robert Melville, of 

RosuEn.—July 29, at 66, Bedfordenrdess Kensington, the wife of G 
Bren: chiey ’ 0 a > vy Be ; Ht e@ wile 0 eorge 
-hill, W., the wife of Louis 8. 

NDERHAY—GLASSE.—J ul. t Ph: 

eee Temple 26, b ae as mouth, Bam A Underhay, barris- 
Glasse, C.B. of Billacombe, near 
Fawcoerr.—July 
, aged 87 


Warm — July 2, t'9) Bt. An‘ovilan, N 
White, barrister-at-law, 
U 
ughter of Admiral 
awonrE— spores sail cdceians 955 D.L., barris- 
Norra. —vuly 4, at Potternewton, Leeds, William North, of Leeds, solicitor, 
— July 2%, William Thomas Waite, of 8; Estex-Lourt, Temple, barrister-at- 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankru ots. 
FRI. 4x, July 27, 
Under the Bankroptey "het, 1869. 
Creditors must foegerd their p a of debts to the Registrar, - 
To Surrender ondon. ; 
Pamell, , George Thomas, Charing cross, Engineer. Pet J uly 26, Pepyr, 


To 
— <S John Robert, Moorfields, rsh Rates Brokee, Pet July 9, 
pond w TW a atiek, tunkeeper. Pet July 21. Campbell. Wa 


Bond, W: 
11 at 11 

Bowler, Thomas, Levenshulme, Lancaster, Cattle Dealer. Pet July 21, 
Manchester, Aug 15 at 2 

Claxton, George Arthur, East Dereham, Norfolk, Innkeeper. Pet 
Cooke. Norwich, Aug 7 at 12 

Duss, 30 Robert, South Molton, Devon, Tanner. Pet July 25. Bosson, 

ug 14 
Evans demas; Nanc2, Cornwall, Farmer. Pet July 4: Chilcott. 


a William, Manchester; Merchant. Pet July 24. Lister. 


15 bd 
John, Woo'aston, nr lagGaes, Gloucester; Paper Mar 
peg 23. Davis. ewport, Aug7 at 12 


¥, July 31, ye’ 
Under the Totaled, Jity 


Creditors must fc rward their pom wae te ro 2a Registrar, 

'o Surrender in London, 
Abbott, R., Southwark st. Pet June5., Murray, Aug 17 at 11. ri 
Baker, F. rove pi. Se Ca Pet 1 #4 yp 
Strickland, N. C., St Paul’ Canonbury; Clerk: Pet July 28 


t 12 
", To Surrender in the Country. 

Harris, Edward, Bath, Gent. Pet July 28, Robertson. Bath, Aug 23 at fi 
Hunt, George, Willaston, nr Nantwich, Chester, Farmer. Pet et July 27, 
a. Fo as Re 17 at 3 oe - = aa 

rederick L awson villas, dington, Lieutenan 
Pet. July 26. Bell. — Aug 14 at 4 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 

Fray, J wy 
Hussey, Edward Giles, Pinhog: haves, Lime Ce July 19 


oer July 31, 1883. 
King, David, Watling st. July 24 
Liquidations by Arrangement, 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fray, July 27, 1883. 
Aldam, William. Edwin, Ashby dela Zouch, Léicester, out 


out of busirie 
. at i at Midland Hotel, Burton upon Trent. Fisher and Co, As 
ouc! 


Agiton, Alfred, Mortimer rd, Kingsland, Butcher. Aug 8 at 3 at office of B 
ne 


Austin, George, jun, Amhurst rd, eee Carman, Aug 3 at 2 at Masons” H 

Tavern, Basinghall st. Lucas, Fins Te : 
Baker, Albert Richard, , Brighton, Pork tcher. Aug 8 at 3 at office of] 
at North st, Brigh’ 

aker’ John, Slough Buckingham, Plasterer, Aug 9 at $ At office of F 

Ba, Hatley pl, Slough 
Barnett, Frederick George; Birmingham, Grocer. Aug 9 at 3 at office of : 
Temple row, Birmingham ; - 
Barneveld, chvslendiant and Constantine John Holmberg, Ex cha 


Seething lane, Coseienon Merchants. Aug 13 at 2 at office of tis 
Co, Queen Victo: 
Base, Jacob, West st, Mile End Old Town, Brick Merchant. Adz 10 at 2 
Corn Exchange Tavern, Mark lane. Hatchett-Jones and 00, Mark lane 
Oates ranean, Outfitter. Aug 10 at 12 at office of Josolyns! 
Co, King st st, e orthing 
Bradsh aw, Williaa Smalley, Derby, — in Holy Orders. Aug 24 at 11 at of 
st ’ 
M tt. “Aug 6 at 12 at Public Sales Room, Boat 


on Age nt A 
aye | (ire bigs 
a gee York, k, Boot Maker. Aug 8 at 2 atoffice of Potter 
erha: 
Hie ottingham, Brassfounder. Aug 4 at 3,30 at office of Bird, 
Bae eedt orend ‘ham 
Brown, Samugl, D ton, Stafford, Screw Maker. Aug 10 at 11 at office of Balt 
Market illenhatl , , eo 
Butt, W: Melcombe , Dorset, Clerk, Aug 13 ati? at office of Sime 
Upper Bond st, bv wining Wes 
Cogn rt nals, 6 hian, Farmer, Aug 11 at 11 at office of Paige and Co, 
n 
Chadwick, ohn, Buxton, Derby, Mat Dealer. Aug 8 at 8 at oftice of Slater ak 
olan, Richart, . Her wore on "Tees, Durham, Butcher. Aug 8 at 11 at oftie d 
Woo rlington 
oumuae, 2 rt, New st, een Builder. Aug 14 at2 at office of Foord il 
Fenchurch st 
courage, A am ney {un ag Devon, Draper. Aug 10 at 10.80 st 
office o: rle, Qu 
Crump, Edwin, Warwi wick, eaten tre 14 at 1 at office of Sanderson, 
nity bby 7 Albert, N ham, Auctioneer. Aug 10 at 8 at Lion te, 
Clum’ ottingham, W: ae and Bb. Co» alessio iid 
elite. sta tace, Lower tist. " ine 4 at 2 at 62, ery 
Wolverhampton” Auctioneer. Aug=9 at 11 at office of Dallow, 
olver! 
York, M, Chemist, Aug 1 st a 
cana 


te hind ood at, Wa 
‘dwin, C ton, D phd gil Aug 9 dt 12 at office of 8 


Dobson, 
office 0: 
Easterbrook, 
Post g 
nes, 


Faas nth tig old 
Firth, cy Hawa, ork, Punter Pain ug Wakes il at office of Watts and’ 
Church st, r) 


Wait sa ote Blake eld, Cabinet Makers. Aug 1 ob tf 








Fisher, J w f fp mutase, Pascne. Aug 9 at 11 at Trevelyan 
Dalkeith st, Barrow in F . Taylor, Barro’ ng in Furness 


ibdward, Nichols s Town, Southampton, Builder. Aug 10 a6 . 


TES 


So PE TE com 


He 
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joo, James, Buy Ls Lanconter oer, Provision, Dealer. Aug 8 at3 at pes and | Watts, George, koh hata Carver. Aug 9atii at Charing Cross Hotel. Kitson 


Anderton and Donnelly, pnd Zo, Toruey 
Wien, pod, MTobacconist. Aug 14 at iat Clarence “1 Hotel, } Way, Frank, Newport, I.W., Coal Merchant. Aug 14 at 12 at George Hotel, High 


Barlow, st, Portsmouth. Blake, Newport 
, Stafford, : Coat Merchant. Aug 16 at 11 at office of Griffith, 
t Newcastle under Lyme TUESDAY, July 31, 1883. 
lean 8 aoe Birming Bi Bootmaker. Aug 10 at 2 at office of Amphlett, Henry, eee, Cooper. Aug 15 at 11 at office of Corhett, Avenue 
dj, William, 


ddal = ery onion wall Licensed Victualler. Aug 10 at 4 at Anderton’s Ayrton," the Croce, fienry, Md Lancaster, Draper. Aug 14 at 3at office of 
pec Charles, Hackney ae Sete Can eee Baker, Honry, Stoneleigh st, Notting hill, Builder. Aug 1f at 8 at ofice of Bilney, 
ori Jeri 8 parkbrook, ar Birmingham, out of business, Aug 9 at 3 | .S° 2 Witam, Bolton, Cumberland, Farmer. Aug 15 at 11 at office ot Lazouby, 
Rg Grocer. Aug 4 at 10.30 at office of Law, Crown pane, ‘gt, Wigton . Stafford, Grocer. Aug isat thee 

es, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. Aug 9 at3 at office of Fal- inh 7 B Piccdity at st, - M wie: hie Win 

Cora Merchant. Aug 9 at 2at Inns of Court Hotel, | ~ office of Fallows, Cherry s st, Birmingham mana nad wih 1 Wied tis 
, Newsagent. Aug i1 at 11 at office of Cooke, Wardwick, eames — tons 4 Mare, Bomerset Dita: King ie dd 
OS John st, Broad oreo : Brooke, araeg Wick lane, Victoria arphsiat Rag Merchant. Aug 15 at 12 


: B 
eer at office of Medcalf, Union ct, Old 
, Wl m Pike, Bra co, Bratton, Wilts, Innkeeper. Aug 13 at 3 at office of Clark | 5 1tsc) James, Pond pl, Fulham rd, Builder. Aug 10at Sat 270, High Holborn. 
ie ve, V ‘illinon, Luton, Coal Merchant. Aug7at3 at Midland Hotel, Man- Cooke-Collis and Sayer, Essex st, Strand 
aster st, Luton. Neve, Luton Carey, Edwin, Tunbridge Wells, Butcher. Aug 10 at 2.30 at office of Peerlessand 
de, Benjamin, and Edwin Shenae Ide, Brighton, Builders. Aug 20 at 3 at office Beeching, Tunbrid; ells 
‘oodman. North st, Brighto Carpenter, James, Southampton, Cycle Manufacturer. Aug 23 at 2 at office of 
Emily Brinah, Swansea, Berlin Wool Dealer. Aug?7 at 12 at 1, Gresham Sharp and Co, French st, Teen oe 
ee tg st. Norwich Swansea Cowling, William, Crowle, Lincoln eelwright. Aug 11 at 11 at office of Bur- 
n Norwich Aug 13 at 2 at Inns of Conrt Hotel, tonshaw, Crowl fe 
: hh, Shek 
nd, York ders. Aug 8 at 11 at office of ee omy, Stafford, out of business. Aug 14 at 2.30 at office of Sword, 
ax Dell Sarah, Garlick hill, Up Thi » Denlent Ragatastaeee.- 
Cormeen” — Aug 16 at 12 at County Hotel, St. at office of Bs meme and I sli, Coleman st Carritt, Fench Lape spin 
ne WO! wards, 4 K 
yas ot enti S¢ John’s Wood ‘rd, Te Pee. = om 5 poate ure! ent, Builder. Aug 1 14 at tat Banesen’s thend 
63 at 270, Hi ah Holborn. oe and Sayer, Essex st, Strand Farncombe, John, Cornelius eye hn Farncombe, and Snienin Jeffery Farncombe. 
Edward J: agka i T ros eyewear. 5 Ane 38 8} at 12 a8 Yate Bull Inn, Brighton, Booksellers. Aug 14 at 3 at 145, Cheapside. Lamb and Evett, 
ghton 
London oe Tailor. Aug 16 at 2 at Guildhall Tavern, and Rhys, Pont Pentre, Glamorgan, Grocer. Aug 14 at 12 at office of Morgan 
Ss. ‘on 
Frederick, Soutngor’, Lancaster, Seeoee. Aug 10 at 3 at Bold | Goddard, William, London wall, Licensed Victualler. Aug 10 at 4at Anderton’s 
on tS Southport. er Liverpool Hotel, ami lect st. Cave, Bracknell 
ome Witlans , , Tailors. Aug 16 at 12 at 145, | Greene, Thomas Parnell, Westbourne pk rd, of no occupation. Aug 13 at 3 at 
gates Hall ct, Cannon st office Cs E Vanderpump, Gray’s inn sq 
Salen yr al r, Architect. Aug 10 at 3at office of Nic- | Hale radford, Painter. Aug 13 at 3 at Law Institute, Piccadilly, Brad- 
0, Market st, een, Cesta "inde and Co, Manchester aley, He Gonnies and Taylor, nter. Aug 
George, West Orozdon, 3 eo Dealer. Aug 10at 3 at Masons’ Hall Hands, William, Cheltenham, Tobacconist. Aug 11 at 11 at office of Young and 
, Masons’ avetne. AT Oo leman st Gilling, Prom enade House, Cheltenham 
Miles, Charles, Bristol sealers Aug 8 at 2 at office of Clifton and Harden John Webb, Cardiff, Grocer. Aug 14 at 2 at office of Sibly and Dickin- 
Broad st, B tol son, Feehenge (W (West), Bristol 
Fad James, Seana Marine Store Dealer. Aug 6 at 10 at office of Jellicoe, | Hatfield, Manchester, Grocer. Aug 2 23 at 11 at office of Whitt, King st, 




















rae Py Smith and Syk 8, Manches' 
Paci Sunt h He n Henry, Bercerke York, out of business. Aug 13 at$ at | Ha ‘William Charles: Upper Russell st, ondsey, Leather Merchant. 


mand Owen, Market pl, ‘Aug 21 at 3 at office of Goldberg and teens 
’ m, ees st, i 
ne Sent East Greenwich, Barge B Builder. Aug 20 at 2 at office of Wat- | Hawkins, John, Bristol, Greengrocer. Aug 8 at 11 at office ‘urse, Corn st, 
son 


enhall st Bristol 
rte eee Font, nae Dealer. Aug 10 at 3 at Law Society’s Atkinson, Knightrider st. Aug 14 at 12 at office of Plunkett and 
wait Wray, Leader, St Paul’s c’ hurchyard 
oe Vien. Church anny a ton Priors, Warw ick, Tailor. Aug 14 at 12 at office of Hine, Frederick, Cheadle, Miller. Aug 16 at 11 at office of Kent, Chancery lane, 


Phillips, William, + Favart rd, 1 Pool Park, Fulham. Aug? at 12at office of Chivers, Hop pat Nathan, 8 Salford, Hat Manufacturer. Aug 8 at 3 at office of Connor, King 
anc! 
Phillips, William. Bortiedayton, Boot Maker. Aug 14 at3 at office of Perkins, | Hofmann, Augustus William, Castle st, Leicester sq, Auctioneer. Aug 13 at 3 at 
te, Northampto office of ye and Eyre, Golden sq, St James’s, Westminster 
" pyuians eating, Builder. Aug 9 at 2 at office of Beldam, Hart st, John, Newcastle upon at Builder. Aug 16 at 2 at office of Joel and Co, 
e 10 
Zi, West Croydon, Surrey, Grocer. Aug 10 at 2 at Masons’ Hall , Mirfield, = 3g Market Gardener. Aug 10 at 3 at office of 
Masons’ ro Coleman st. Fowler and Co, Borough High st Heekmondwike 
} Chath es, Birmingham, Cattle Dealer, Aug Sat 3 at office of Fallows, a Griff a] ae pomee, tee Liengennach », Gorssexshen, Timber Merchant. 
ote. owe 
om, 30 ohn, New Mills, ia, Bert, Lesa Licensed Victualler. Aug 10 at 3 at Clarenc wi diesborough, Ir Iron Moe, Aug 16 at 11.15at office of Dunn 
c row, Darlin, 
George, Lest Leeds. Bedding Maker. Aug 9 at 3 at office of Weston and Postle- eon, Henry effield, eee Aug 10 at 11 at office of Binney and Co, Bank 


Ghats Th Thomas, Lower 5 Neewooy, Barres, » Grocer, July 30 at 2 at as King, To . Tom, Bicacs, Salop, Innkeeper. Aug 13 at2 at Public Hall, Oswestry. 
’ 


ull, Change alley, t Paul’s chambers, 12 wis F P wr, wes 
Leadbitter, W: omas, and Geo; dward Williams, Wolverhampton, 
Birmingham, Retail Brewer. Aug 14 14 at 3 at office of Walker, Stafford, ‘Auctioneer, Aug 9 at 3 at office of Parr, Colmore row, Birming- 


Robinson and Son, 

rassfounder. Aug 4 at 11 at | Leaver, Isaac, Barrow in Furness, Lancaster, Auctioneer. Aug 8 at 11at Trevel- 
: 2 an Fesqemase Hotel, Dalkeith st, Barrow in Furness. Pinckney, Barrow 

er. Aug4at 4 at office of Thomas, Mill 


Morris, Leeds, Boot Maker. Aug 10 at 11 at office of Jenkinson, Albion 
as China Dealer. Aug 6 at 11 at office of Batchelor and Lend ania sail nee = a * ager * 
rt, ‘oach rietor. l4at li eapside 
enky, Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchant, Aug 10 at 11 at office of sete, Eien ee a _ 
brs, Gt G@ Mitchell Henry, Crewe, Fishmonger. Aug 13 at 3 at office of Cooke, Temple 


yoga ston A edetipesipeame-sausine a al, The =e Farnham, Surrey, Build Aug ilat t'Angel Hotel High 

Mitch: A 12 a 
nderiand | mar Wharf, Ossory rd, Old Kent rd, a Merchant. st, Guildford. Potter, )_acwongh a he: : 

$ at 111, Cheapside. Peckham and Co, Knightrider st, Doctors’ | Morgan, Edwin, Newbury, Berks, Stonemason. Aug 14 at 10.0 at White Hart 


H Newb Bele! er, yt 
ae st, Paddington, Cab Proprietor. Aug 9 at 3 at office Mowniton Tho vit erm Victualler. Aug 16 at 11 at 
Propicae ~ ay 1? at 3 at office of Jones, 


mas, Longton, 
ffi TOlatie sand Hawk Gharch at, 
——— Aug 10 at 3 at office of Ginn and Matthew, Nowell, Sohn, jManch chester, Hotel 
ester 
. Augs at 8 at office of Jaques, Temple row, J Oldershaw, ‘Christopher, jun, Leicester, Stationer. Aug 14 at 2 at office of Long- 
croft, Clement’s inn, Strand. Fowler and Co, 


= aes York, Builder. Aug 10 at 11 ac Omen, Jann. Tre , Cardigan, Innkeeper. Aug 2% at 11 at office of Licyd, 


of Bibb an Barnsley 

Seees ae Mow peer. Aug 16 at 2at Wellington | Owen, Laura, Banger, Carnarvon, Seed Dealer. Aug 14 at2 at Queen’s Hotel, 
Barker, elton owbray Chester, Tomlinson, Carnarvon 

Common Carrier. Aug 8 at 3 at office of Ibber- Parkhurst, Francis, Haken, Sussex, Blacksmith. Aug 7 at1 at Crown Ina, 


Carte eT . M racechurch st 

e, , Drysalter. Aug 10 at 3 at office of Cooke, = sy my nr Manchester, Feather Manufacturer. Aug 15 at 3 

ce and Co, Man 

ae Aug 9 at 8 at office of Quilliam and Car- Francis J , Durham, Fruiterer. Aug 13 at 10.30 at office 
ee ee mage 0 8 at office of Parsons, | Price, Alfred . Aug 17 at 11 at office of Allen and 

Baker Beau 

fond St Martin, Inniceeper. Aug 10 at 3at Unicorn Hotel, oe Gorm Ls ng Aug 11 at 2 at office 


Leicester, Kitchen Range Manufacturers. Gist, General Merchant iT at 3 
ch, Lefcoster, Kitshen Ra lane, Leicester h Hiya, non ot iq Broad st General Mer —_ 
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Roberts, Price, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon, Plumber. Aug 10 at 11 at office of 
Roberts, Wellington chbrs, Wellington rd, Rhy! 
Ryder, Sam uel, . Ranke upon Trent, Grocer. Aug 13 at 11 at office of Ashwell, Glebe 
e upon 
mane Joseph, Joshua Saber, and Emanuel Saber, E iV pl, Holborn, Merchants. 
Oct 25 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Rundle and Hobrow, Coleman st 
Seanor, Samuel Exley, Leeds, Printers’ Engineer. Aug 13 at 3 at office of Shaw, 


Commercial st, 

Seargeant, William, Loftus in Cleveland, York. Confectioner. Aug 8 at 11 at office 
of Jackson and Jackson, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

——_ iar’ r= a Se Fancy Draper. Augi15 at 2 at office of Moss, 

b wernon 8 

allsend, 5 eile. Aug 10 at 11 at office of Jolliffe, Collingwood st, 


Boot Manufacturer. Aug 10 at 11 at office of Addyman, 


East 

peer me aay Richard, St Mary Church, Provision Dotier. 10 at 10 at office of 
Ani ord circus, Exeter. Orchard, Exete 

Stevens, Frederick Augustus, Wharfdal ‘ing’ cross, Electrician. Augs a’ 
10 at Haunch of Venison Hotel, Bell yd, i Roy “Courts. _ , Bell yd, di 


7 en hie J cha, Bristol, Builder. Aug 10 at 2 at office of Hancock, Ex- 
rist: ol 

i wal og Thomas, St Helens, Lancaster, Account. Augi13 at 2 at office of 
Marsh, Victoria chmbrs, New Market 1; St Helens 

Thomas, Elizabeth, West Cornforth, nr erryhill, Durham, Grocer, Aug 11 at 11 
at Brown, Union’ chbrs, Union st, “Sunderland 

Tage As Arthur, Aintree, nr Liverpool, Wine Merchant. Aug 14 at 2 at office of 

St Thomas ’ bldgs, Liverpool 

Ugilow, Green. 6 ty Broad Clyst, nr Exeter, Devon, Miller. Ane 10 at 1 at Rougemont 
Hotel, Queen st, Exeter. Benson and Carpenter, Bristol 

Ulph, Frederic William, Patricroft, Lancaster, Hardware Merchant. Aug 16 at 
3 at office of Blakeway and Chambers, Deansgate, Manchester 

Wein bodies Dartford, Builder. Aug 15 at 2 at office of Keele, Frederick’s pl, 


Ola J ywards, "Dartford 

Walker, Fisncls, - de Edward Walker, Leeds, Merchants. Aug 13 at 11 at office 
of Gray, Albion st, Leeds 

Watson, James Galley, Sunderland, Grocer. Aug 10 at 11 at office of Crown, jun, 
West Sunniside, Sunderland 

Wheater, Arthur William, Leicester, Trimmer. Aug 17 at 12 at office of Fowler 
and Co, Friar lane, Leicester 

Wheeler, Sarah Elizabeth, Nottingham, Plumber. Aug 9 at 12 at office of Steven- 
son, Eldon chbrs, N: ottingham 

Wheeler, William Herbert, Ravenscourt pk, Hammersmith, Builder. Aug 17 at 
8 at office of Boyce, Brook st, Bond st 

Yeomans, William James, Hereford, Agricultural Implement Agent. Aug 14 at 
2 at Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Humfrys, Hereford 





The Subscription to the Souictrors’ Journat is—Town, 26s, ; 0 
288. ; with the Wrexty Reporter, 52s. Payment in advance iq 
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bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 4 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it *‘ he most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, 
aa without. suger; spice, or other admixture, it suits 
les, keeps bet ter in all climates, and is fuur times 
they aes of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 

Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatina a La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 

In tin packets at 1s. 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
and sore 

Chariti Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCH WEITZER & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C 


ARRIAGE LAW DEFENCE UNION. 








Patrons. 
The ARCHBISHOP of CANTERBURY. 
The ARCHBISHOP of ARMAGH. 
‘VICE-PRESIDENTS. 

e EARL of SHAFTESBURY, K.G. 
F wy Riche oe the LORD BISHOP of LINCOLN. 
LORD COLERIDGE, Chief a a of England. 


Cuainnaw c F ComMMI 
The Right Hon. A oa B. "BERESFORD-HOPE, MP. 
Sir be ety FARQUHAR, Pa. - 18, 


it. James’s, § 
Sir CHARLES MI MILLS, Bart., M.P., “Gamelford 
ouse, Ww. 


Oxtord-street, 


Messrs, HERRIES, FARQUHAR, & CO., 16, St. 
ames’s-street, S. 
Messrs. GLYN, ee ae , Lombard-street, E.C. 


G. J. MURRAY, Esq., 20, Dottnpup-dtecht, Charing- 
cross, ‘London $.W. 





This Union is formed to maintain the ancient 
marriage law of the land, and in particular to resist 
the legalisation of marriage with _wite’ 8 sister. 


SUN FIRE AND LIFE OFFICES, 
Threadneedle-street, E.C.; Charing Cross, 8.W. ; 
Oxford-street (corner of Vere-street) , 
FIRE. Established 1710, Home and 
rances at moderate rates. 
LIFE. Established 1610 Specially low rates for young 
lives. Large bonuses. Immediate settlement of claims, 


ORTHERN ASSUKANCE COMPANY, 


Established 1836, 
FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD, 
Lonpon: 1, Moorgate- — ae ABERDEEN: 3, 


King-st 
INCOME & FUNDS sa 





oreign Insu- 





UMS w. .. £460,100 

Life Premiums . eee ooo «+ 181,600 

Interest... jn te ae oe Se 
Accumulated Funds oe oe ee $2,749,400 


ESTABLISHED 1825. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 

Estimates and igns submitted free for entirely Fur- 
nishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, &c. 
—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 





Reproductions from Ancient 


Carved Oak Furniture, 
tead and 


Designs, &c. Bedroom Furniture, including Beds 
Bedding, from £7 10s, per set. 
THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, ondon, W, 


N.B.—Household Furnitur€ Warehouse? Removed 
on reasonable terms 


SCOTTISH EQUITABLE LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED 1831. 
Heap Orricz:—26, St. Anprew Squarz, Epinsurcnu. 
MawacEr—T. B, SPRAGUE, M.A. 


Accumulated Fund £2,500,000. 


The Society transacts every description of Lirz In- 
SURANCE BUSINESS, 

INSURANCES AGAINST IssvE are effected at moderate 
rates of premium 

LOANS ON REVERSIONS. 

The attention of Solicitors and others desiring to raise 
money on Reversions is directed to this Society’s improved 
method of making advances on this class of security, the 
leading feature of which is, that absolute power of re- 
demption on fixed terms, whether the life tenant be alive 
or dead, is reserved to the reversioner for five years or 
for such other term as may be agreed. In the case of 
absolute reversions the redemption money is simply the 
accumulated amount of the advance at five per cent, 
compound interest. 

Full particulars may be obtained on application to the 
Society’s 
Loxvon Orricz—69, KING WILLIAM STREET, E.O. 

A, MACKAY, Resident Secretary. 











OMMEROIAL UNION ASSURANOE 


COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MARINE, 
subscri 


Capital me fe ereerecveereces «++ &2,600,000 
7 apn My | Peeecernecessecees seeee \ 
Funds in _ scot for Life Policy. 
rTTrTrrrTi ttre) 809,000 





holders ex coos 
‘otal 


T Annual 
Cuizr Ovviczs: 19 amp 20 CORNH 
Wust wp Ovstom: 8, PALL MALL, 


1,077, 000 
ae LONDON,E. 0. 
LONDON, 8.W. 








EDE AND SON, 


ROBE LA MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &c, 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & PERGY GON 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOW 


LIFE ASSOCIATION OF SCOTLAM, 


ed 1838, 
Funds Sanne we ety oe 
A venue ... 

ANS made on Freeholds, “Leaseholds, and 
securities, Lp Life Interests, ~. A 
en’ versions. Loans m Reve 
pa eat oo interest, or in 1 consideration of 4 

def c 
Tondant 5, FT cmbard-street, and pmo a Mall; 
Edinburgh : 82, Princes- 


[42 UNION FIRE and LIFE INSvU- 
RANCE COMPANY. Chief Office—1# 
CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed amountto 
wyreeee of £1,700,000 sterling. 
Cliaiimen-< DON Esq. Barrister-at-Lay, 
Middle Temple. le. 
ty-Chairman — C. PEMBERTO: 
mePenbertons) Solicitor, 44 ia. Lincoln’e-inm- fields 
The Directors invite attention to the New Format 
free from all conditions. 
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Life Interests and eget er poy A ether a’ Kortgage o 
“The purchases Reversions, giving ie 
vendor ‘the ont my eno se-panciase within a 
period, whether the tenant for life be living 0 or i 
ies of the Directors’ and 
Ann om pis ext, a every info sent 
POstEANK MOGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 
EVERSION aT 


and LIFK INTE 
RESTS in LANDED of FUNDED PROPERTY 
= x ther Sovarttion an and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 


nities y the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY Y INtwaust Be koolmry ry {LIMITED}, o 
«place, Waterloo Bridge, 8 ba 
1835. Cay £500,000. pany on Loans may 
ca) ° 
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